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Preface

Research has a way of growing; one study inspires, and leads to
another. This seems especially true when the research is centered on
children’s learning and development. Originally, we set out to study how
children develop in their ability to form oral and written texts. The
key elements examined were story structure and the formation of cohesive
ties between sentences. The subjects first studied were
first/second-grade children, but a comparabl: population of
kindergarten/first-grade children was soon added. The vast pool of
writing samples led to a study of the development of concept of message,
and conventions of print.

Two major investigations were undertaken to study other aspects of
development: Pettagrew studied selected aspects of texture in oral
narrative texts of children at different points in their transition to
literacy; and Pappas investigated children's development of narrative
capabilities as reflected in cohesive harwony. Other, smaller studies,
were conducted along the way: children's use of conjunctions in oral and
written texts, conjoining in children's dictated stories, and story
5tructure in oral and wrifter texts.

Another major study of cohesive harmony in children's written texts
is underway, and will be followed by an investigation of point of view in
narrative. A listing of the studies and reports is given below to
provide a context for the present report,




Cohesive Ties in Writing and Story Structure in Three Modes of
Discourse of First/Second Grade Children

Concept of Message and Conventions of Print

Case Study of T.S.: A Boy's Struggle to Write

Report No. 1
Text Formation: A Comparison | Cohesive Harmony and the Development
of Literate and Pre-Literate of Narrative Capabilities.
First Grade Children C. Pappas
B. Pettegrew
Report Mo. 2 Report No. 3

Text Formation in Story Retelling and Dictation of Narrative Texts of
Children in Kindergarten through Grade Two

Report No. 4

Cohesive Ties in Writing and Story Structure in Three Modes of
Discourse of Kindergarten/First Grade Children
Case Studies of Juan and Stephanie

Report No. 5
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Chapter 1

Introducticn: Background and Theory

-

Learning to write in the context of formal schooling represents for
most children, not a fresh beginning, but a continuation of a process
which is well under way and has its origins in children's acquisition of
language. How children's oral language competence merges and interacts
with their familiarity and understanding of written language is, at best,
dimly understood. Aside from studies of Graves (1973, 1978, 1979), wmost
research on student writing in school has been conducted with older
pupils (Hunt, 1965; O'Donneli, Griffin and Norris, 1967; Brietton, et al.,
1975; Loban, 1976). Yet, during the formative early years befcre
schooling begins, children acquire an enormous reservoir of knowledge and
demonstrate their ability to abstract requisite information about
language from their immediate linguistic environment. In fact, many
children have made a clearly impressive beginning to understanding the
writing system by the time they enter school.

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the initial
period in schooling when children extend their communicative competence
to include the written code. The study sought to describe and explain
the changes in children's texts, beginning with their early attempts to
create messages using signs and symbols, chrough the points at which
various features of written discourse make their appearance in children's
writing.

The particular goals of this longitudinal study were to describe and
compare the structure of children's texts and the cohesive ties which
relate various layers of meaning in these texts during the initial period
of schooling in which formal writing instruction commences. In addition,
the study sought to characterize the ways in which children interpreted
and came te grips with formal conventions of writing such as punctuation,
" capitalization, spacing, formal beginnings and endings, titles, and
letter formation. Finally, two case studies were conducted in an attempt
to portray in detail both school context and what transpired as children
moved through successive stages of learning to write.

L )

Literacy Development

Studies in various aspects of language development--reading, speech,
and spelling-—clearly point out the significance of the early years just
before and after the start of formal schooling for the development of
literacy. A rich body of research (Bloom, 1970; Cazden, 1972; Brown,
1973; Slobin, 1973; Bruner, 1974; Halliday, 1975) describes the
contributions of curiosity and intellectual drive to language learning.
Studies of preschool children's efforts to read are filled with
illustrations and evidence of children searching for information about
the properties of written language and evidence of their desire for
feedback and explanation of the written code (Durkin, 1966; McKenzie,
1974; Holiingsworth, 1976). Similarly, Read's investigations (1971,




1975) of young children's invented spellings portray children cceating
their own spellings based on identifiable abstract nrinciples which
reflect an underlying phonological and logical organization. Both
Hildreth (1936) and Wheeler (1971) reported that chjldren progress
through rather well defined stages. They learn rudimentary aspects of
writing by moving from scribbling to text production. They do this
without formal instruction and, apparently, through spontaneous
self-correction and self-motivation.

More complex elements of learning to write appear to incorporate
these same spontaneous ingredients. Clay (1975) studied five-year-old
beginning writers in New Zealand, analyzing children's scripts for
rudiments of writing, such as letter formation, spacing, directionality,
message potential, and arrangement, She concluded that children
construct texts in order to represent meanings and that their texts
reflect a variety of important underlying principles and concepts about
writing{

\

All of these studies, however, have investigated precursors to
writing;but not the fundamental textual features of written discourse or
the factors that enable children to create and sustain a well formed
discou{te.

The Link Between Oral and Written Discourse

Both Moffett (1968) and Britton (1970) have argued that the first
tentative step children take towari writing is reflected in their ability
to take over a conversation and maintain a topic, independent of the
prompting and feedback ordinarily found in dialogue. Britton argues that
young children achieve their communicative intentions through speech, but
that writing at this stage in development serves another end. Its
purpose is to create a tangible artifact, a drawing, or a display.
Langer's (1953) notion of presentational symbolism, as distinguished from
representational symbolism, would best characterize children's aims.
They frequently tell stories while producing these displays (Britton,
1970). This form of solo discourse between thought and action embodies
both, elements of dialogue which are less collaborative, and elements of
narrative which are maintained by particular actions. The cues children
utilize as they develop a text are found not in what an interlocutor
says, but in the previous text and in the ongoing constructive actions of
producing an artifact. As Vygutsky (1962) noted, language without an
interlocutor must be consciously directed and sustained to replace the .
dynamic guiding quality afforded by a conversational partner. Sustained
speech may be one of the means children employ to sort out distinctions
between speech and writing.

There are, of course, other distinctions between spreech and writing
that children may come to appreciate through sustained speech. Gestures,
prosodic information, and attributes of the discourse setting, all are
carriers of meaning in conversation. They afford redundant sources cof
meaning for the participants in a conversation--sources which are not

23




explicitly realized in the spoken text. What children learning to write
must 3rasp is how to take what is implicitly obvious in the context and
render it explicit in text. Cook-Gumperz (1977) characterized this trait
as the ability to appreciate language as a structure separate from
action. Children must learn to place increased reliance on semantic and
syntactic “foregrounding” as the dominant carrier of meaning. In short,
they must learn to lexicalize and make explicit these alternative sources
of meaning (Cook-Gumperz, 1977; Doughty, Pearce and Thocnton, 1972; Ure,
1971).

Texts as Units of Meaning

The primary distinction between oral and written discourse, however,
must be made on the basis of function (Halliday, 1973), Halliday argues
that spoken language essentially has an interpersonal function while
written language serves an ideational functicn. This latter function
manifests the capacity to express through language the content of
experiences, as well as the fundamental relationships that inhere among
and within experiences, not only of the external world, but of the mind
as well. Olson (1977) makes a similar distinction. He, like Halliday,
distinguishes text from utterance on the basis of function. Utterances
serve primarily to maintain social relations, while texts serve the truth
functiors of language, specifying the logical relations between
sentences. One consequence of this specialization of function is that
texts are highly conventionalized and premised on logical relations,
Statements in texts are highly specialized. They explain and describe,
rather than regulate and maintain, social or authority relations. They
are statements coded for reflection rather than for action. Halliday has
defined this specialized character of texts as the textual function of
language.

Text refers to an internally consistent body of writing or speech
which is interpretable without reference to anything outside the context
of the discourse itself (Halliday and Hasan, 1976). Texts are semantic
units encoded in sentences. They have meaning within themselves and in
relation to the context of which they are a part. Thus, texts are
embeddqd within, and shaped by, the social and linguistic contexts frem
which they arise. All texts are produced in an environment that consists
of the larger culture as well as what is happening within a particular
social situation in which the language user is participating. But not
all elements in an environment are equally important either personally or
linguistically. And any text produced is contingent upon a context of
situation (Halliday, 1973)--a setting of relevaat actions and events,
relationships among participants in a discourse, and the medium of
communication employed. Halliday referred to these contingencies,
respectively, as field, tenor, and mode. All combine to produce text of
a particular sort.

The semantic relationships that are defined by a text comprise a
kind of unity. It is this unity that distinguishes a text from randcm
sentences. The unity focuses upon the same topic. Halliday and Hasan
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(1976) call this unity of meaning. texture. And they argue that texture
is achieved through cohesion, which in turn, consists of the semantic
relations which are estaklished when one element of a discourse is
interprezable only through some other element in the same text. A single
instance of relationship between two such elements is known as a tie.
Ties acrocs sentence boundaries account for patterns of texture beyond
that of structural relations inherent in grammatical imits such as
clauses. Halliday and Hasan (1976) identify five kinds of cohesive ties.
They are reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexis. The
examples that follow are drawn from actual texts produced by the children
who participated in this study, except where noted.

The wvse of reference in text includes those types of items which
refer to other items on which they depend for their interpcetation.
Reference is a semantic relation—-"a relation between meanings of
particular instances rather than between words or other items of
linguistic form" (Hallidey and Hasan, 1976, p. 304). Items involved in
reference are of three general types: personals, demonstratives
(including the definite article, "the”), and comparatives. This
subclagsification is based on the type of reference involved.

Personals are the personal pronouns and their possessive forms.
Examples include: she, her, hers, he, him, his, it, its, they.

Demonstratives, which represent a form of "verbal pointing,” are the
tollcwing pronouns: this, these, that, those, here, there, now, then.
The definite article "the"” resembles the demonstratives and is included
in this category in that "the"+noun indicates that the item in question
is specific and identifiable.

Comparatives are those items, typically adjectives or adverbs, which
“refer indirectly to some referent according to similarity, either in
general or in respect of a particular property; including, as a special
case of similarity, identity"” (Hasan, 1968, p. 31). Examples from 2
large number of candidate comparative reference items are: same,
similar, such, more, less, identical, equal, other.

The following samples of te~t give examples of the taree kinds of
reference.

Persoaal:

{l.1] Once there was a mother and a little kid.
They was hungry.
("They"” 1is interpreted by reference, as "a mother
and a little kid.")

Demonstrative:

{1.2] And all the porridge was all over the street.
Then everyone was in the porridge and eating




bowls, spoons, buckets of it. And they ate
it almost all up. But there's still some

there.
("There" is interpreted by reference, zs "the
street.")

A second example of demonstrative reference illustrates -eference to
extended text rather than to a specific noun:

[1.3] And she tried to remember and remember and
remember. And she said, "Halt little pot,
halt!" And that didn't work.

("That” refers to the words, “Halt little
pot, halt!")

Comparative:

[L.4] She didn't remember the magic words. Sc she said,
"Little pot, please little pot, please will you
stop?” 1t didn't stop. So she tried other
words.

("Other” is interpreted as different from the
words used in the first instance, "Little
pot, please...?")

All of the examples cited thus far represent the paradigm case of
cohesion: the presupposed element of the tie is located in a sentence
preceding the one in which the presupposing member of the tie occurs.
The tie is anaphoric (backward pointing) and endophoric (confined to the
text). There are two kinds of departures from this model case that can
occur. In the first, a presupposed item may point forward to subsequent
text, as in the following fabricated example:

[{1.5] They ran through the forest. John and Sally
were afraid of forest creatures.
("They" is interpreted by reference to the sub-
sequent items, “John and Sally."”

This direction of reference is cataphoric, that is, forward pointing
while still being confined to the text.

The second kind of departure from the paradigm case occurs when the
presupposed item is not to be found in the text and identification is
achieved, if at all, only by recourse to some aspect of the environment
of the text. This instance.constitutes an exophoric tie--or, at least,
an attempt at a tie in the case of failure to identify the intended
referent. In instances when the presupposed element is not to be fou.d
in the text, some aspect of the larger environment (“environment"
interpreted broadly) replaces the text as the relevant enviromment in
which the relation of reference is established.
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In all cases of exophora, the text producer's intended ma2anings are
mediated via the extralinguistic situation. Hasan (in press) points out
that this fact implies that the "natural environment” for exophora is
face-to-face interaction where visual contact is present and where the
channel of discourse is speech. She notes that, in certaln contexts,
exophoric presupposition is communicatively appropriate and sensible.
For example, when a host passes a plate of cookies to his guest and says,
"Have some more,” and the guest replies, "Yes, thanks. They're
delicicus!™ there is no need to explicitly "name" the cookies. The
identity signalled by "more” and "they” is perfectly clear due to the
cookies physical presence in the ongoing situation.

Another situation in which exophoric presupposition is appropriate
and sensible is when the participants in a discourse share some knowledge
or experierce that eliminates the possibility of ambiguity or
nisunderstanding arising with the use of an exophoric reference device.
Thus, when a wife asks her husband, who had earlier complained of losing
his house key, "Did you find the key, yet?” he will not be puzzled as to
the idedtity cf the key in question. The same cannot be said of a casual
listener who happens to overhear the conversation. Shared experience of
the type common to families and other in-groups also appears to be a
natural enviroament for exophoric presupposition. Greater explicitness
would be redundant and quite possibly result in a linguistically bizarre
utterance.

Hasan's (in press) expanded discussion of exophora specifies the
ways In which a presupposed exophoric item may reside in aspects of the
larger environmental context. Identification of the presupposed
exophoric may be found: in the actuai physical situation in which the
text is produced, in some culturally shared knowledge of text producer
and recipient (including shared knowledge of the language), or in some
knowledge available to the text producer but of limited or restricted
availability to the population of potential recipients,

The following is an example of reference to some aspect of the
physical situation:

(1.6] Oceans have sharks. Oceans have whales. Crabs
are on the beach- 1 went to the beach a few
weeks ago, and I played.

(The speaker,”l,” is identifiable in the actual
physical situation in which the text was pro-—
duced.)

It should be noted that, in quoted speech, such as the next example, the
"1” becomes endophoric:

[1.7] The little girl sat down on a log and began
to cry. "I don't have r.y food," she said.
("1” is interpreted by reference to the little
Sirl o)
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In general, first and second person pronouns, referring to speech roles
in the situation, are exophoric except as noted relative to example
{1.7]. The typical expectation for third person pronouns is that they
function endophorically.

An example of identification made on the basis of culturally shared
knowledge is contained in the following passage, where a presupposition
exists as to the specificity and identity of the referent:

[1.8] The little goose saw a cloud in the shape
of a fox. She thought the fox was going to
eat the moon.
(The moon is identifiabi: by reference to the
only moon that exists, at least for
Earthlings-~including sentient geese. 1t is
a unique member of a class and is referred to
as homophoric reference.)

An example of exophoric reference, in which identification of tle
ultimate referent(s) is not possible on the basis of the fabricated text
provided, is presented below:

(1.9]) She took the pot :nd ran home. And they
lived happily ever after.
(Who is "she?” What pot? And is there another
character involved in this scenario? Unless
the text's author can point to the person(s)
and objects referred to--literally point as
in the case of an available picture, or figura-
tively point, as in the case of a mutually
shared experience of the events recounted--
identification is not passible.)

Hasan (in pre¢<s) has character.zed reference items as implicic
linguistic devices-—devices which involve semantic presupposition. That
is, implicit devices do not contain within themselves their precise
meanings. Such intended meanings must be retrieved from some extrinsic
source. The extrinsic source for endophoric reference is within the
text. However the extrinsic source for exophoric reference is outside the
text. Hasan suggests a cline of implicitness based on the availability
of the speaker's intended meanings. Endophoric presupposition (such as
that involved in cataphoric aud anaphoric reference) makes meanings
available to anyone who has access to the discourse. Exonhoric
presupposition, however, makes meaninj less available in terms of actual
language realization; interpretation of meaning is dependent on aspects
of the situation and, therefore, is potentially more implicit.

Hasau further offers a grading of ifiplicitness within exophora,

again, depending on the criterion of meaning lability. Thus, if
identification is mediated by culturally shared knowledge (including
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knowledge of the formal requirements of the language, as in example
[1.8]) meanings are more available than if they depended on one's being
present on the actual physical scene in which the text was produced (as
in example [1.6] and the cookies example). The most implicit of all is
exophoric presupposlition that depends on mutually shared knowledge of a
limited or restricted kind. Thus, the presupposition involved in example
[1.9] and in the lost key example, is considered by Hasan to be the most
implicit of all. When reference items are involved in these most
implicit situations they are classed as restricted exophora, because
their intended meanings are limited or restricted to the smallest circle
of potentially successful interpreters.

Substitution and ellipsis are cohesive relations distinct from

reference, in that they involve relatedness of form and relations in

wording, rather than relations in meaning. Like reference, they are
considered implicit devices because the precise meanings they signal are
available through what they semantically presuppose. Substitution
involves the replacement of an item with a kind of linguistic "marker" or
"counter” which stands for the removed item. Ellipsis is characterized
as "substitution by zero;" the presupposing item is omitted altogether
from the text although it is “understood.”

Halliday and Hasan (1976) describe three subcategories of
subetitution and ¢llipsis: nominal, verbal, and clausal. A substitute
item can stand for :. noun phrase, a verb phrase, or for an entire clause.
Similarly, in ellipsis, the word or words omitted may be a noun phrase, a
verb phrase, or a clausze.

The ‘1list of items that can occur as substitutes is very limited:
Nominal: one, ones, same
Verbal: do
Clausal: so, not
The following is an example of nominal substitution:
[1.10] Then she tried the pot. And she couldn't
remember the words. She remembered the
first words. But she couldn't remember
the last ones.

("Ones"” substitutes for "words.”)

The following example illustrates verbal substitution:

{1.11] The 1little girl said, "Stop boiling pot,
stop boiling!"™ And it did.
("Did” substitutes for the verbal element,
"stop(ed) boiling.")




The following examples illustrate nominal and clausal ellipses,
respectively:

{1.12] So every morning the little girl would go .
out and find nuts and berries. But one
morning there wasn't any.

("Any” nuts and berries is understood.)

[1.13] And the lady with the magic pot said,
"You wan: this pot, little girl?" And
the little girl said, "Yes."
(["Yes," (I) want this pot] is understood.)

The source of presupposition in ellipsis and substitution is usually
the textual environment and, therefore, endophoric. Exophoric ellipsis
and substitution are infrequent, but can occur. Thus, the implicitness
involved in the use of these two categories of linguistic devices is,
like that for reference, variable. The following two examples of
exophoric presupposition involving substitution and ellipsis produced by
children in this study came--significantly--during the informal
conversational exchanges between child and investigator prior to settling
down to dictate and scribe a story. Setting up an audiotape recorder was
part of the routir~».

[1.14] Child to investigator:
You got a big one, today.
("Cue" exophorically presupposes the physically
present tape recorder. There was no difficulty
in interpreting the substitute item in this
context.,)

(1.15] Child to investigator:
It's got lots.
("Lots” of push buttons was understood. The
child was touching the buttons on the tape
recorder at the time.)

Conjunction differs from the cohesive relations discussed thus far,
in that it 18 not phoric in the sease of pointing or reaching out to
another item. Rather than a "search instruction,” conjunctive elements
embody specification of the way in which what is to follow is
semantically connected to what has gone before. Halliday and Hasan de-
scribe four subcategories of ccnjunction: additive, adversative, causal,
and temporal. The categories along with some of the words which
typically signcl the different kinds of relations follow:

Additive: and, ror, or, thus, furthermore

Adversative: but, yet, however, even 80, actually,
anyhow
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Causal: so, then, therefnre, consequently, for,
because, otherwise, in that case

Tenporal: then, next, just then, at once, soon,
next day, meanwhile.

The following portion of text has examples of additive, causal,
adversative, and temporal cohesion, respectively:

[1.16] Once upon a time there is a little girl
and a mother. And they didn't have any
food. So every morning the little girl
would go out and find nuts and berries.
But one morning there wasn't any. Then
the little girl heard a creaked voice...

Lexical cohesion 1is cﬁaracterized by Halliday and Hasan as the
cohesive effect achieved by szlection of vocabulary. They identify two
broad types of lexical cohesion. The first, reiteratioa, involves the
repetition of a lexical item. The second, collocation, involves the use
of lexical items that "stand to each other in some recognizable
lexicosemantic (word meaning) relation” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976,

p. 285).

Reiteration can involve the repetition of a word in the form of its
first occurrence, as in the following constructed example:

[1.17] 1) My dog is loud and messy.
2) That dog must be "trained!

Reiteration can also involve repetition by using a synonym, hyponyn,
superordinate, or general term. Thus, "dog” in sentence (2) could be
replaced by: canine or even bow-wow (synonyms); beast or animal
(superordinates); or thing (general term). Repetition, in its various
forms, frequently involves identity of reference, especially when
accompanied by reference items as "the" and “"that.” However, the
repetition of lexical items which do not depend on the identity of

reference, as in the next constructed example, are still seen as

contributing to the internal cohesion of a text.

[1.18] My cat 1is so sweet and loveable.
Your cat has redeeming qualities, too.
Cats in general make better pets than dogs,
don't you think?

The following example from a child's text i1llustrates how synon ms
can share a common referent while the repetition of one of the items does
not involve identity of reference.

[1.19] Once upon a time there was a little girl
and her mother who lived 1n a cottage.
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And so the little girl took the pot and

ran back to her house. (The synonym here is
"house,” which has an icentity of reference
with "cottage.")

One day the little giri was out at her

friend's house... (Here is simple repetition of
"house,” which demonstrates no identity of
reference with the earlier occurrence of "house.")

Collocation is a blanket term for the cohesive force that results
from the co-occurrence in a text of words that display word-meaning
relationships. Word meaning relationships are displayed by synonyms and
superordinate terms, of course; but they also sre displayed by pairs of
oppcgites, complementaries, or words from an ordered series, such as days
of the week. Cohesive forca also is exerted through meaning
relationships between pairs of words that have a part-whole relationship
(meronomy) such as door, window, ceiling, and floor, which all are
elements of a housa. Cohesive force also exists among words which are
members of a more general class, such as bread, nuts, berries, and
porridge, which all are co~hyponyms of food.

There is the possibility of, collocational, that is, cohesion
between any pair of items that tend to appear in similar contexts, or
that tend to share the same lexic.l enviroamment. For example, the
occurrence of lexical items, such as: witch, magic, black cape, magic
pot, magic words, magic spells. These items appear across sentences in a
text and tend to contribute to text unity. The principle behind, both
reiteration and collocation, according to Halliday and Hasan, is

1Eontinuity of lexical meaning” (1976, p. 320).

The descriptive framework for analyzing samples of language offered
by Halliday and Hasan's categorization of the linguistic devices for
integrating language with itself and with the environments in which it
occurs, appears to have potential for describing the language children
use as they make the transition to literacy. The categories suggested by
Halliday and Hasan ought to be sensitive to-differences in language use
along an implicit/explicit dimension. If literacy learning entails
learning uses of language characterized by greater explicitness, then
there ought to be textual evidence of semantic options relative to text
formation and which contribute to more explicit, disembedded language.

Of particular interest in an analysis of patterns of texture among
children at different points in the transition to literacy, are
differences in reliance on exophora in forming texts, as well as in the
relative use of lexical cohesion, the ful;y explicit text-forming device.

As children learn to compose both oral and written texts, one of the
tasks they must accomplish is to create texture, that is, a semantic
unity among the strands of meaning they are attempting to weave into a
coherent whole, Because the overarching functions of writing and speech
differ, the ways in which children employ cohesive ties, the parcicular
ones they use, and the kinds of relationships they attempt to establish
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when composing a text, can be expected to be different, depending upon
whether they are compnsing in a speech or writing mode. Similarly,
genre, context, and developmental level should entail variations in text
cohesion. In addition, the ability to sustain a topic may also be linked
to the kinds of cohesive resources children bring to the composing task.
In short, by studying cohesive ties in the texts children produce as they
mature, important patterns and text-forming attributes of the development
of writing ability may be identified.

The Role of Stories in Beginning Writing Development

Stories also have a significant role to play in beginning writing
development. Children frequently tell stories, both old and new, as tney
create their first written messages. These stories constitute a familiar
rhetorical structure around which children oryanize the flow of discourse
into groupings large enough to represent a couerent unit of pertinent
meaning, but small enough to be constituted as a basic unit of memory for
particular instances and events. At school age, children have learned
the underlying structure of stories (Mandler and Johnson, 1977; Stein and
Glenn, 1979). These structures appear to be nearly fully represented in
memory, for, when asked to recall stories which have been randomly
organized, children produce a stereotypic or canonically organized
version of the tale (Mandler and Johnson, 1377; Stein and Glenn, 1979).
Further, there is some evidence that four— and five-year-old children's
descriptions of common personal event sequences such as eating lunch at
McDonald's (Nelson, 1978), rely heavily on schematic organization,
suggesting a gradual acquisitioa of a story schema beginning with
script~like chronicles which continue to grow in structural complexity up
to age ten and beyond (Botvin and Sutton-Smith, .977) culminating in
well-formed, episodically organized structures. If, indeed, memory for
events and instances is so organized, and the evidence above strongly
supports such a conclusion, then story schemata may constitute one of the
fundamental cognitive bases for the rhetorical scaffolds employed by
beginning writers.

The most common criterion employed in these studies of memory is a
recall task in which subjects produce a written or oral account of what
they have heard or read. All are based on the assumption that subjects
tell or retell a story on the basis of an internalized structure or
schema that has been acquired and governs production of the account. But
the extent to which such a schema guides production is not really known,
however likely or appealing such a notion might be.

Tf, indeed, such schemata guide production, then during the period
wher. childrea are first exposed to formal writing instruction, to what
ex'ent do fairy tales and folk tales figure in the original stories they
te:l, write or dictate? Rubin and Gardner (1977) argue that children
acquire a general frame (schema) for fiction starting at about three
years of age which they then differentiate into specific story genres.
By four years of age, children appear to have partially represented the
“"frame” for fairy tales (Rubin and Gardner, 1977). By six, stock
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characters such as witches and fairies appear in their written and
dictated stories (Applebee, 1978). Oral narratives produced by children
demonstrate that action elements very much akin to Propp's
functions--plot wunits--do, indeed, characterize the organization and
struc ture of children's fantasy narratives (Botvin, !977; Botvin and
Sutton-Smith, 1977)., Fairy tales have a highly conven-ionalized plot
structure (Propp, 1968). To the extent that children have such
structures represented in mewory, there is a strong likelihood that they
function as an abstract set of elements which permit a range of options
for selecting and organizing events in a temporal sequence, revealing and
emphasizing relations between and among characters and events (Leondar,
1977). Winograd (1977) has argued that there are patterns of discourse
schemata which provide a guide for integrating language into texts—-one
of which is a narrative schema which cepresents a standard pattern of
discourse learned by the language user. Finally, Halliday (1973)
maintains that, in learning language, children develop conceptions of
what language is and how it works, and that such learning involves the
development of “relevant models" of language. Thus, these various
perspectives converge on a notion that conventionalized models of text
figure heavily in the design of children's narrartives. It is
reasonable, therefore, to expect that fairy “ales and folk tales provide
a rhetorical framework for beginning writers.

Botvin and Sutton-Smith (1977) reported that many, but by no means
the majority of ti.eir subjects, told fantasy narratives resembling the
fairy tales analyzed by Prcpp (1968). Using a modification of Propp's
morphological functions, Botvin and Sutton-Smith observed that the
complexity of component action sequences in children's narratives
increased in a direct relationship with age., Starting with nuclear
dyads, children progressively expanded and elaborated these basic
structures into fully-embedded complex arrangements of plot units. It is
not clear, however, what role, if any, familiar folk and fairy cales
played in providing these children with relevant models of fantasy texts,
and to what extent such models guided their early productions. The most
common plot units that occurred in the narratives analyzed by Botvin and
Sutton-Smith involved either a lack and its liquidation or a villainy and
its nullification. These nuclear plot units are identical to those
posited by Propp—lack and lack liquidated; and villainy coupled with
villainy nullified., In Propp's morphology, two additional pairings,
gstruggle with victory, and difficult task with solution, augmented the
obligatory functions of lack and villainy. This coincidence between
children's narratives and the formal attributes of fairy tales, as set
forth by Propp, suggests that, at some point in learning to compose,
many, if not all children, employ a narrative schema quite similar to
tales they have heard and read.

Why some children and not others told tales resembling traditional
fairy tales is not clear, for only sex and age were considered as
variables in the Botvin and Sutton-Smith study. Relatively little can be
said about factors that influence the development of aarrative
capabilities in children, given the paucity of the literature on
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beginning narrative development. It is reasonable to presume that
children who have had limited opportunities and infrequent exposure to
traditional tales will differ in the use of these functions in their
narrative productions from children who have been steeped in such
stories. Factors such as social class and linguistic code (Hasan, 1973)
have been related to, and implicated in, other aspects of language
development. Although Botvin and Sutton=Smith (1977) found no
significant differences in length or complexity based upon sex, an
earlier study (Sutton-Smith, Abrams, Botvin, Caring, Gildesgame and
Stevens, 1975) did identify differences in structural complexity favoring
girls.

The objective of this aspect of the study was to characterize the
constructive composing capabilities of children on the basis of Propp's
functions by determining: (a) the relative distribution of these
functions in the fantasy narratives of children from different
dialect/socio~economic backgrounds, and (b) the distribution of these
functions by sex.

One further comparisoan was made between dictation and retelling in
order to contrast an original production with a reproduction in a
familiar face~to-face story telling context. The assumption was that, by
providing children with one task relatively free of the creative
dimensions of composing, while at the same time, controlling the number
of functions available to them, a comparison with an original production
would yield a baseline and an estimate of the extent to which such
functione influence production at various points in development. Story
retellings could be expected to vary, in part, as a function of recall
and, in part, as a function of development. Dictations, on the other
hand, were expected to vary only as a function of development. The
further assumption was that differences in number of functions and number
of types of functions would be influenced by socio=-economic
background-—the point being that lower class children would have had more
limited opportunities and less frequent exposure to fairy tales. These
children, as compared with their middle class counterparts, were expected
to produce relatively fewer functions in both task contexts, but then, to
incorporate functions in their narratives with increasing frequency,
owing to greater exposure to fairy tales through schooling. Fairy tales,
of course, constitute only one genre of stories that children encounter
in the literature curriculum. Our expectation, however, was based upcu
both, the trends reported in the literature reviewed above, and the
argument that, in telling or retelling a story, responses are biased
toward a typical or cannonical form (Bartlett, 1932; Mandler and Johnson,
1977; Stein and Glenn, 1979). Favat (1977), who compared various popular
tales, ranging from Perrault to the Grimm Brothers and Anderson, observed
that these tales have an extraordinarily predictable structure and bear a
striking similarity to their Russian counterparts analyzed by Propp. On
this evidence, it was assumed that children's fantasy narratives would
skew toward a cannonical form—-the fairy tale.
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The Role of Context

Texts, spoken nr written, are embedded in and shaped by the contexts
frou which they arise. It is through language that individuals represent
reality to themselves aad express their personal meanings to others.
Language is learned arnd functions in situational contexts which convey
meaning to the participants. The social situation-—the activicy,
purpose, participants, and mode of discourse as selected, acted upon, and
interpreted by the language user--determines the character of a text,
including the form, theme, and cohesive patterns employed.

Learning to talk occurs largely in contexts involving the following:
face-to-face interaction, shared perceptual environment, intimacy and
familiarity, 1In addition, there is language which interacts with the
ongoing action, frequently to the point of being ancillary to such
action. Indeed, it may well be that shared attention and joint action
are necessary conditions for learning to talk (Brumer, 1975; McNamara,
1972). Nevartheless, learning to write occurs in contexts unsupported by
a matrix of shared intimacy, familiarity, face-to-face interaction, and
salience to ongoing events, Language associated with literacy is
disembedded from a context of events (Donaldson, 1978; Francis, 1975),
and is directed toward an abstract audience well beyond the range of an
immediate perceptual environment. Cook-Gumperz (1977) and Halliday
(1978) have observed that aduit language ca' be distinguished from that
of children by its very freedom from situational ccnstraints and capacity
for indirect communication. The ability to emancipate language from
situational constraints is dependent on learning the properties of texts
associated with particular contexts (Hasan, 1973). The text itself is
the relevant environment for establishing ail meaning relations. 1In
writing, unlike speech where attention may be directed always to
intention and meaning, attention must be shifted, not only away from
situational constrainte, but away from intention as well. 1In speaking
and listening, as Cazden (1974) noted, attention is focused upon meaning
or intention. But with written language, the focus of attention must be
shifted to means and to the form of language. This realignment is
accomplished in large part within the formal context of schooling, where
it may be assumed that, though perhaps unconscious, textual functions are
given dominant accent (Olson, 1977).

Learning the language of literacy, that is, becoming a writer,
requires children to learn how graphic language is produced, structured,
and used in increasingly disembedded contexts. So children are expected
to demonstrate gradual, but increasing awareness, of the specific
consistent relationships that exist betwveen messages expressed by written
texts, and the combinations of graphic and textual information used to
represent the various parts of those messages. Their focus on means,
rather then the ends of communication, should result in substantial
differences in -nherence between dictation and writing. This problem is
being studied in a related dissertation which, when completed, will be
appended to a later report. Examined here, will be other aspects of
children's concepts of message, as well as relatad concepts of spacing
and directionality-~their focus upon mesns.
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One set of categories was developed to describe children's
developing control over spatial arrangements on the page~-between words,
within words, and between sentences. Another set, defining concepts of
message, rated the extent to which children demonstrated increasing
awareness of the communicative functions of graphic symbols—--the concept
of sign. This scale incorporated the following categories: (a) picture
carries a message, (b) letter strings represent speech, (c) copied
messages, (d) invented patterns, and (e) readable messages. A third
nominal scale rated the left-to-right directionality of the texts
- produced.

. Overview of the Study

The three text production tasks which provided the data for this
study represent school uses of language and involve constraints typically
associated with the textual function of language. Although the narrative
tasks in the study were similar, it was assumed that they all called for
disembedded language. First-grade children during the middle of the
school year were asked to: ) retell a story (that had been read to
them) to an adult who, ost. .ibly, did not know the story, (b) dictate to
an adult scribe a story of their own composition, and (c) write an
original story. Children were informed that other children and
teachers——a wider audience~~would be listening to the tape-recorded
stories and reading transcribed versions of their dictated and written
texts. The transcriptions provided the protocols that were analyzed for
cohesion, exophoric presupposition, Proppian functions, genre, concept of
message, directionality, and spacing. This procedure was repeated three
times over a l6-month interval,

Each narrative task imposed a slightly different set of requirements
on text formation. In the first task, content was made available to the
children to be restructured into text; in the second, children structured
both content and text; and in the third, children structured both content
and text, in writing, and without the support of an interlocutor. The
latter two tasks also varied in the extent to which graphic cueing was
available to the chlldren. These dimensions of task differences were
observed for their effects on the various aspects of text formation set
forth above. -

The urban school subjects were 12 lower class, Black
vernacular-dialect, speakers, and 12 middle class, midland-dialect
speakers. We followed these subjects through the first and, later, the
second grade. Also part of the study, were 12 middle class,
midland-dialect speakers of identical age and grade, in a suburban
school. Data were entered into a variety of multivariate and univariate
statistical analyses with an equal number of boys and girls represented
in each design. Dialect/socio-economic class, school, sex, observatioms,
and narrative task, all were factors incorp rated into these designs.
Depandent variables were indexed by the numoer and types of: cohesive
ties, Proppian functions, types of functions, moves, and exophoric
reference. The study posed questions that, typically are investigated
sing logitudinal comparisons.
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Chapter 2

Procedures of the Study

The purpose of this study was to dascribe the transition children
make from oral to written texts, in respect to their use of cohesive
devices in two modes of oral, and one mode of written, language, and
their inclusion of particular story structure elements in the same three
modes. 7The approach chosen to realize the goals of the investigation was
a longitudinal study of two groups of subjects:

36 children, grade 1 through 2
36 children, kindergarten through grade one

The two populations permitted both, cross-sectional comparisons between
groups as well as longitudinal comparisons over a period of 16 months.
This report, however, will describe only the grade one through grade two
population, as required in NIE Grant 79-0039. This population was
stratified by sex, school, dialect and socio-economic class. They were
observed at three-month intervals, across three modes of discourse:
writing, dictation, and story retelling. These three contexts were
expected to influence the production of texts differentially over the
five observations, yeilding comparisons in the number and kinds of
cohesive ties employed in each mode, as well as comparisons of the
structural characteristics of texts produced in each mode.

Selection of Subjects

To study writing, a first essential was to select schools and
classrooms in which the curriculus encouraged writing from children
during the first two years of school. A second necessity was to locate
schools where resear:h associates could easily move in and cut of
classrooms to collect data and/or work with individuals or groups of
childran. A third requirement was to identify schools which reflected
the charactezistics of urban and suburban schools in America including,
particularly, the language and socio-economic differences which prevail
in these schools—because both, language and socio~economic factors have
been implicated as important factors in school achievement.

The urban school gelected as a site for this study contained a
population of- Black children from the neighborhood and a sizeable
population of white middle class children transported to the school by
bus. This fortuitous situmtion allowed us to observe children whose
social backgrounds differed substantially, and who had in common a new
kind of educational environment. Choosing a suburhan school allowed us
to compare the middle class children in the urban school with a like
population in a different setting. A more detailed description of the
schools, hereafter referred to as Urban and Suburban, follows.
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Urbaa School

The Urban school, designated as an alternative school, is located in
the central area of a large mid-western city, and it provides schooling
for children pre~kindergarten to grade six. It is an open—~gpace school
with multigrade groupings in each work area. The school avoids grade
level labels and, thus, each large classroom space is referred to as the
Red Area, the Blue Area, or the Yellow Area.

The first year our first-grade subjects were located in the Red :d
Blue areas and distributed across five teachers. The Red Area hr--~o-
kindergarten and grade one pupils, and occupied two separate u
connected classrooms. The Blue Area was a vast wall-less carpeted space
that was open to the library, located a half-flight above. There were
three teachers for the 90 children, two aides, and two special reading
teachers.

o

The teachers planned jointly and often brought the children together
for large-group activities. Most of the work, however, was
individualized or accomplished through small-group instruction. A very
strong part of the program was the opportunity children had to talk with
peers and with adults. The children had the benefit of special teachers
in physical education, art, music and drama, as well as the help of
students from local colleges, who were at various stages of teacher
pteparation.

Because of its location in the downtown area, Urban used the nearby
community resources (e.g., art gallery, Center for Science and Industry,
and businesses) as an extension of the classroom. Children in the Blue
Area frequently took wilking trips to places of interest.

Children from any elementary school in the city may make application
to attend Urban School. While children in the neighborhood are given
priority, there is an attempt to make the school population re€lect the
school system, as a whole, in terms of racial background, achievement,
and soclio—economic status.

During the first year of the study, the 24 subjects in Urban were
distributed across five class teachers. The following year they were
located with six different teachers, and in three work areas:

Teacher: cC MB MS DH SB BS
6 3 4 7 2 6

This distribution, of course, made observations and work with
children extremely time consuming and data collection very complex.
While teachers were similar in their concern for children and thelr
learning, they differed greatly in teaching style, approaches to
literacy, and interest in children's writing. They were not expected to
follow a set course of study in reading and writing, but rather, were in
the process of develoriiy one tor their school. While this gave the
teachers and children a great deal of freedom, it meant that the
curriculun was ever chinging and not very predictable. Emphasis in
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literacy instruction was on skills—-in word recognition, handwriting, and
spelling. A wide range of textbooks, audiotapes, and duplicated
materials were used in teaching reading--~usually at the discretion of
each teacher. For instance, one teacher used experience stories written
on charts, as a means of teaching reading.

Over the 15 months of the Project, change in emphasis and materials
did occur. More attention was given to the content of children's
writing, to exposing children to clusters of books and stories of a
similar genre, and to reading aloud to children and telling stories.

Suburban School

The Suburban School was located in the oldest part of the most
affluent suburd in the metropolitan area. It too was an alternative
school for parents in that city who wanted their children to be educated
in an enviromment that was less formal and prescriptive than that
existing in most schools in the district. The school, which served a
population of kindergarten through grade six, was housed in three
separate bulldings or "pods,” each consisting of four classrooms. The
school was located on the same grounds as the oldest elementary school in
the district. Some facilities (library, playground, gymnasium) and
resources (cpecial teachers and health services) were shared, but the
administration and curriculum were separate.

For almost = decade a core of teachers and the principal of the
Suburban School had been studying and implementing informal or
progressive approaches to educating children. The classrooms were
arranged with work areas, including resource centers with materials for
art, mathematics, and science; book and quiet reading areas; and open
spaces where the class could meet as a group. Most instruction was
individualized or conducted in small groups. The children were free to
move about the classroom and to work with one or two friends; thus, peer
teaching/learning became an important element in the instructional
process. Every effort was made to integrate the curriculum which was
organized around focal interests nr longer units of study. The first
grade, for example, typically studied foods and visited a super-market
and distribution center. The second/third grade class pursued interests
in witches, horses, plants, and the human body. Reading .ad writing were
usually integrated with these projects, but some small group and
individual instruction was given to reading. A great emphasis was placed
on literature and using a range of books, both fiction and nonfiction, in
all studies. Literature was studied for itself too. Teachers frequently
read aloud to children, discugsed books with them, and often organized
books for study around a common theme, concept, author, or illustrator.

The teachers varied, of course, in their understanding of jintegrated
learning and ability to implement the concept. They varied also in their
beliefs about effective ways to foster literacy. When the Writing
Project began, the subjects in mid-first grade were distributed across
two classrooms: one was a kindergarten/first grade; the other, a
first/second grade. In both classes, teachers used a modified language
experience approach in which experiences were charted. In turn, these
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charts often were copied by children. Great emphasis was placed on
correct spelling and capitalization, 8o lists of words in manuscript
writing were wmade available to children before they began any personal
writing. This emphasis changed over time as teachers saw that children
had more spelling abll.ty than they had been able to use and that they
wrote more and better texts when freed from spelling constraints.

The second year of the study the subjects were again distributed
over two classrooms, both containing pupils in grades two and three.
Again, the teachers differed. One placed strong emphasis on language and
literature, and the other emphasized science and physical activities.
Both, however, participated enthusiastically in the study and appréciated
the growth in writing they saw their children experiencing.

Subjects (24) were drawn from the first grade of an "alternative”
school, an elementary school so designated because of its open
enrollment, open-gpace, and open curriculum. This school was atended by
children not only from a largely Black neighborhood with an SES
distribution ranging from low to lower middle class, but also from middle
class neighborhoods throughout the citv. An additional sample (12) was
dravn from the first grade of a suburban school with a Socio—economic
Status (SES) distribution ranging from middle to upper class. From the
former population, 12 subjects were identified as vernmacular Black
dialect speakers, using the revised measure of standard English
proficiency noted above (M = 21.67; SD = 5.99). Subjects scoring ter or
sore on this measure were assumed to be vernacular Black dialect
speakers.

ldentifying Black-Vernacular Speakers

We hypothesized that dialects or codes may be related to exophoric
reference. Evidence suggests that speakers of Black English vary
consicerably, both as individuals, and as a group, in the nuwber and
kinds of forms they produce i~ varying circumstances (Carroll and
Feigenbaum, 1967; DeStefano, 1973; Dillard, 1972; .abov and Cohen, 1967).

Tp assure that subjects spoke vernacular Black English, three
alternative screening tachniques were considereu: (1) technical detailed
linguistic interviews (Labov, Cohen, Robins, and Lewis, 1968; Fasold and
Wolfram, 1970); (2) semi-informal interviews (Shuy, Wolfram and Riley,
1968); and (3) sentence repctition tasks (Garvey and McFar. ne, 1970;
Politzer, Hoover, and Brown, 1974; Rentel and Kennedy, '972). Given the
inter- and intra—-subject variability noted above, sentence repetition
tasks were employe. because these tasks discriminate among subgroups on
items where a difference exists between the form presented, and a form
habitually used by a subject and offered as a substitute, with relatively
high reliability (Garvey and McFarlaue, 1970). In addition to the
advantages of increased discriminability and reliability, sentence
repetition tests require less time and less exacting training for their
proper administration. Ten structures from the Garvey and McFarlane




scale with reliability coefficlents greater than .55 were selected and
included in the scale, (four repetitions of each structure) for a total
of 40 items (8see Appendix A).

Determining Socio~Economic Status

During the first few weeks of the study (February 1979), the
socio-economic status of those children for whom parental permission
forms were received was determined by using a modification of the Index
of Status Characteristics (Warner, Meeker, aad Ellis, 1949), a scale
which rates occupation, source of income, house type and dwelling area
(see Appendix B). Because Warner's occupation ratings are dated,
Hollingshead's Job Scale was substituted and weightings adjusted.
Weighted totals of the four subscales comprised the SES score for each
subject. The total scale had a range of 12-84.

All 20 of the vernacular speakers fell within the bottom quartile of
the SES distribution, leading to the conclusion that, at least within
this population, their dialect was socially constrained~-that is, a
gociolect (DeStefano, 1973). From this population, six males and females
were drawn at random (M = 71.00; SD = 8.51). Middle class subjects were
drawn from both, the same inner city school, and from a suburban school,
(six males and six females from each) in order to contrast school and
control for class differences.

Dugan (1977) found that first-grade boys differed significantly from
first-grade girls both, in the amount, and kinds of information they
incorporated into their retellings of stories. Sex also appears to be a
factor in the number of vernacular black forms produced by a speaker
(Wolfram, 1966), women using fewer Black English forms than their male,
ghetto counterparts. To control for these expected differences, sex was
incorporated into the desig- of the study as a blocking variable.

One of the most vexing problems in longitudinal research is, of
cowse, subjeci mortality. To compensate for the possible loss of
subjcts from the group of 36, initially drawn at random from the total
stratified subject pool, two additional subjects were drawn randomly from
each level of the pool--as noted earlier, stratified by
dialect/socio~economic class, sex and school--and assigned to each level
of the design. Data were obtained on these 12 replacement subjects, all
blind to their identity as replacements. Thus, eight subjects were
assigned to each cell constituting the blocking variables in the study.
Two subjects were lost from the lower class, female, vernacular~speaking,
urban~school cell. Two also were lost from the middle class, female,
nonvernac ular-speaking, urban-school cell. To obtain equal numbers
within each cell, two subjects were dropped at random from the remaining
four cells in the design for a total of 36 subjects.

To determine the extent to which the assignment of replacement
subjects to the design had affected the composition of these levels,
cores for middle class subjects from the Index of Status Characteriscics




were subjected to an analysis of variance having two between-subject

comparisons—-sex and school. The results of this analysis are presented
in Table 1.

Table 1

ANOVA of Socio=Economic Class by School and Sex

Source df MS F P <
School (A) 1 222.C4 5.39 .05
Sex (B) 1 35.04 .05

School X Sex (A x B) 1 22.05 .54

Error (W/Ss) 20 41.19

Total 23 47.95

As can be seen from Table 2, subjects from the suburbsa school
scored significantly lower on the Index of Status Characteristics. As
indicated by Table 1, there were no other siguificant effects.

Table 2

Megns and Standard Deviations of Socio-Economic Class by School and Sex

Index of Status Urban Suburban

Characteristics Scheol School
Mean 38.33 32.25
Standard Deviation 7.47 4,41

Quite obviously, replacing subjects in the urban school population
unbalanced the equality that had been established within the middle cl:ss
population for the two schools. This finding of school differences, thus
necessitated a design arrangement wherein the suburban population had to
be treated as a distinct subgroup, Therefore, data from the suburban
school were analyzed, both separately, and in a school replication
arrangement for all MANOVAS, ANOVAS, and discriminant function analyses,
These design arrangements are discussed in later sections of this
chapter.
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The import of this difference between the urban and suburban middle
class populations must be kept in perspective. The Index of Status
Characteristics, the socio-economic scale employed in this study, has a
weighted score range of 12 to 84. Both means reported in Table 2 rest
well below the midpoint of the scale (48), and clearly within the "middle
class” gpectrun on the scale. Whether or not treating class extremes
such as "middle class” or "lower class” has any greater import for
language variation than significant differences found to exist within
these larger categories has not been established. But, there is no good
reason for ignoring such "within-class” variations. Therefore, the
finding that middle class children in the two schools differed
significantly on the Index of Status Characteristics argued for the
inclusion of a school replication study as a minimum and separate
analyses fer each school, as necessary, where differences in the
replication study were obtained.

Data Co'lection Procedures

during the early weeks of the study, research associates worked in
the classrooms with individuals and small groups of children. They read
stories to them, invited children to retell the stories, or to tell
others "they knew.” The research associates also encouraged them to
write, often providing materials in the form of colored paper, booklets,
or flow pens. Children also were given the opportunity to dictate
8tories of their own composition, with the researcher acting as scribe.
The oral story retellings, as well as the qictated stories, frequently
were audiotape recorded to prepare the way for the recording to be done
as a part of the later data collection., These activities were carried
out in the regular classroom or other available vacant rooms in the
schools. Prior to the actual data collection, all children had the
opportunity to hear, tell, and dictate stories.

The language ramples in the three modes were collected in March
1979, Octcber 1979 znd May i980. Seven research associates participated
in the data collection, but all had been working in the classrooms and
were known to the children as visiting teachers., At least one associate
worked regularly with each classroom and knew tke children well. All

researclers were trained in data collection procedures (see appendices C
and Dj.

Story retelling data usually were collected in a single day at
school, this was followed by the collection of dictacion data, which
required three or four days in each school. Every effort was made to fit
the dictation and writing experiences into the ongoing life of the
classroom. The writing was carriad out in the classrooms, with the
teachers discussing the assignment with their children,




Story Retelling

Three very different folktales were chos~n for the retelling
experience. The qual. .y of the story, reasonable length for retelling,
and children's lack of knowledge of the tale, were among the criteria
that influenced selection (see page for others).

In small groups of four to six, children were taken out of the
classroom to a room in the school where the stimulus story could be read
without interruption. One member of the research team served as story
“"reader” and the others as "listeners” for the retellings. The children
were told they would be read a new story that the reader had enjoyed and
wanted to share with them., The reader also told the children they would
each have the opportunity to share the story with a visiting teacher when
the reading was finished. The reader then read the story as it typically
would be read in the classroom, providing enough time so that the
pictures could be viewed. Upon completion of the story, the reader went
through the book a second time, showing each page in turn, not commenting
but accepting any spontaneous comments about the story from the children.
If, at any time, a child indicated concern about being able to remember
everything about the story, in retelling it to another, he was reassured
that it was all right to retell only what he could remember.

Following the reading each child was taken to a "listener” member of
the research team who was introduced as a teacher who did not know the
story that had just been read. The number of listeners matched the
number of children in each story reading group so that no child was made
to wait, {.e., the time and activity between the end of the reading
session and the retelling was uniform for each child. In intrcducing the
listener, the reader explained to each child that the visiting teacher
did not know the story that had just been read and stated that the
teacher would like to hear it. The reader then left the rnom, the
listener reaffirmed the task, explaining that the retelling would be t-=pe
recorded for the purpose of sharing it with other teachers who were
interested in stories. Once the child began his retelling, the listener
tried not to interrupt the child's narrative. The listener was
attentive, but did not collaborate in the child's text production. The
intent was to allow the child to construct his own text and to avoid
additions by the listener to the content or structure of the narrative.

Dictated Story Data

" Dictated stories were collected at the two schools during the
two~-week data collection period, exclusive of the two days devoted to
story retelling. Expectations for dictating original stories to members
of the research team had been established prior to the data collection;
all children had previous experience in dictating stories to a researcher
who acted as scribe while being tape recorded as an ongoing classroom
activity. The child was told that his story was to be written for him,
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that it could be as long (or as short) as he wanted, and that it could be
about anything that interested him/her. Emphasis was placed on composing
“your very own stcry,” rather than retelling a well-known one (e.g., "The
Three Little Pigs") or a recently-viewed TV cartoon.

The story was taken down in manuscript writing by the researcher.
The child was aware that his words were being written and could see the
actual writing if s/he wished. C(hildren were given an unobstructed view
of the scribe's activities and ample opportunity to observe the scribe
take down their dictations.

Dictation proved to be a fairly popular activity in first grade,
with most children requesting a turn with the scribe. Generally the
order of data ccllection followed a volunteer pattern, with the scribes
working with children who indicated their readiness with a story. At the
time of collection each child went with a scribe to an available room in
the school where a tape recorder had been set up. The dictation session
was tape recorded, and the child was told that the purpose of the
recording was to check on the accuracy of the scribe's copy before it was
typed and placed in the classroom storybook. Once the child began
dictating, the researcher attempted to keep up with the child's dictation
pace, accepting any comments or instructions the child gave regarding the
scribe’'s performance and/or the writing process, but was careful not to
interrupt the child's narrative. In cases when a child dictated an
obvious retelling of a known st.:y or rhyme the scribe elicited a second
dictated text after encouraging the child to tell his/her own story (see
Dictation Procedures, Appendix D).

Story Writing Procedures

During the two-week observation period, an "assigned writing” sample
was collected from each subject. Every effort was made to make this
activity a natural part of the ongoing work of the classrooms. But in
some situations, particularly in the early collections in grade one, the
children were not sccustomed to writing original stories. In fact, many
did very little writing, and what was produced often was copied from
charts or the chalkboard. In the beginning, it was therefore necessary
to develop, with the teachers, conditions that would interest children
and cause them to write a story within a period of one or two days.
Emphasis was placed on writing stories. Thus, children were given
colored paper or paper folded into booklets to further establish the
story context. Teachers discussed the writing assignment with the
children and tried tc link it to work and experiences that children we °
currently involved in. Sometimes the discussion centered about stories,
a wordless picture book, or a recent particular experience--a visit to a
grocery store, or a performance by a mime. The contexts were varied, but
a first priority of the investigations was to work within the curriculum
and constraints of each classroom.
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Sessions for assigned writing were not limited in time.
Nevertheless, the children normally were to begin in early morning and
continue for an hour or more, or until most children were finished.
Anyone who had not finished and wished to do so, kept his story to work
on through the afternoon and next day. The researcher, as well as the
classroom teacher, was available in the initial writing session. The
researcher then returned the next day to sit down with the authors and
read through the stories. This last step was essential because children
were encouraged to use their personal, creative, or invented spellings.
Occasionally these renditions were beyond interpretation without the help
of the author. The exact word intended was essential for the cohesion
and story structure analysis, as well as for the spelling coding.

As soon as the writing was obtained, two coples were made and the
original returned to the classroom, if s» requested by the teacher. In
most instances, however, the original script was retained.

Preparing the Oral and Written Texts for Coding

Preparation of the transcriptions of the audiotaped oral narratives
produced in the two tasks (story retelling and story dictation) proceeded
in two stages.

In the first stage, a complete transcription of each audlotaped data
collection session was made. The stream of speech was initially
segmented at the level of the orthegraphically reallzed word.
Transcriptions were typed in traditional orthography with capitalization
of proper nouns and the first-person singular pronoun. No punctuation
was included in the typescripts. These original typescripts were
unedited and included all verbalizations recorded during the sessions.
Filled pauses, word and phrase repetitions, stutters, corrections and
false starts were included, as were any verbal interactions between child
and listener/scribe. Interjections by the adult were rare, but when they
did occur, interjections typically consisted of indications of contintad
interest such as "hmm”™ or repetition of the child's most recent words
following an extended pause. Unintelligible words or segments of text,
which occurred very rarely, were noted in the following manner on the
typescripts: ( ... ), for what appeared to be a single word, and
( eee +es ), for longer utterances. Lines of typed text were numbered

sequentially and words spoken by the listener/scribe were identified with
the letters: IN. (An example of an original typescript appears in
Appendix F.)

Using both the prepared typescripts and the audiotapes, a research
assoclate, working with a second researcher, edited the typescripts 1iu
preparation for coding. First, each child's narrative text was
abstracted from the total language recorded during the taping sessions.
There was no difficulty in determing text boundaries; the two editors
agreed in all cases. Context supported by the children's use of




narrative conventions such as “once upon a time..." or "there was
ouce...” and "they lived happily ever after,” facilitated boundary
decisions. Also of help in many language samples, was a shift into a
“story voice" distinct from the conversational language intonation
preceding and following the narrative text. Marked for exclusion from
the analysis were non-silent phenomena sixh as filled pauses, unmotivated
repetitions, and abandoned forms. These non-silent phenomena correspond
to what have been called "mazes" (Loban, 1963), or “garbles” (Hunt,
1964), in descriptions of child language. Editors also marked
listener/scribe interjections and child asides (examples of the latter:
"I wanted 'landed'"; "did I say 'pigs'?"; "you like writing, don't you?")
“or exclusiou from the narrative texts. Examples of verbalizations
excluded from the narrative texts (marked by brackets and asterisks) are

given below. The first example is from the retelling corpus and the
second is from the dictation corpus.

[2.1] once there was an old woman and her little
girl and they were really poor and they only
had [a little] a tiny loaf of bread and then
every day the little girl would go out [to
find] to the woods to find some nits and
berries ...

[2.2] «+. [um] the witch [um] went to feed the
hogs then [um] the witch went to feed the
chickens then the horses* did I say pigs
did I say pigs*

IN:**you said hogs**
*oh then pigs* [she went to feed] she went
to feed the pigs ..,

Editing also involved identifying and marking the units upon which
the subsequent cchesion and story structure analyses were to be based.
While cohesion, Halliday and Hasan (1976) point out, is not limited to
relations "above the sentence,” the present study focused on the means
whereby structurally unrelated units of language are linked together.
Halliday and Hasan refer to this "intersentence cohesion” as “the
variable aspect of cohesion” (1976, p. 9). The analysis of
“non-structural” cohesion requires the identification of sentences or
sentence-like units in the language to be anslyzed. Linguists point cut
the difficulty of defining the “"sentence” (Allerton, 19€9; Crystal, 1976;
Garvin, 1964). As Allerton notes, traditional definitions of the
sentence are made in terms of the conventionalized written language,
i.e., as a sequence of words lying between punctuation marks., Such
traditional definitions were not useful for the oral language data of
this study; therefore, an operational definition of a sentence-like unit
that could deal with spoken English was selected: the “T-unit." As
defined by Yunt (1964), the T-unit is a complex clause consisting of one
independent or main clause with any dependent or subordinate clauses
attached to it or embedded in it. The.T-uni: has been used in many
studies of child language deveiopment--in toth speech and writing--
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because of its efficacy and reliability. This kind of reliability is
particularly important to the present study of the cohesive relations
between non-structurally related elements of children's oral narratives.

An additional editing procedure involved segmenting, or parsing, the
texts into the T-units, upon which the cohesion analysis was based. Also
at this point, selected symbols, found to be helpful during cchesion
analysis in interpreting text and making coding decisions, were added to
the typescripts. The full notational system used in editing the
typescripts is presented in Figure 1. And an example of an edited
original typescript appears in Appendix F. Following “he editing
procedure, typescripts were retyped, and coded identification n'wber
replaced all other identification on the protocols.

One copy of the children's writing was kept in its original state
for analyses related to concept of message, spelling, and other writing
conventions. The second copy of all those scripts judged to be a text
were cast into T-units, edited, and transcribed (with all spellings
correct), following the procedures used for the oral texts. Story
structure and cohesion coding were done on the typed scripts that had
been parsed into T-units.

Cohesion Coding and Analyses

Coding of the edited narrative texts followed the scheme set out in
Cohesion in English (Halliday and Hasan, 1976). The five categories
identified by Halliday and Hasan which represent types of cohesion
(reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion),
provided the framework for coding. All instances of exophoric, as well
as endophoric, presupposition, within these categories, were coded.
While not contributing directly to the integration of a text (i.e:,
cohesion, as technically defined), exophora does contribute to the
creation of text through linking language with features of the larger
textual environment and, as such, bears on the question of interest in
this study: what options do children use in creating their texts? All
coding was done by two research associates and one principal
investigator. A reliability check was run on a sample of ten
randomly-selected texts, five representing each task. A research
associate trained in cohesion analysis also coded the ten texts. The
correlation coefficient calculated for the two coders was .96 (SPSS
Subprogram Reliability).

As noted esarlier, exophora is a type of phoricity which takes one
outside the text. Exophoric items are presupposing textual elements,
whose intenlded, more precise meanings, are mediated through
extra-linguistic factors. While it is possible for the presupposition
involved in reference, substitution, and ellipsis to be exophoric,
occurrences in the latter two categories are fairly infrequent (Halliday
and Hasan, 1976).
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# Used to mark the boundaries of each narrative text.

{ ] Used to mark non-silent phenomena (filled pauses,
unmotivated repetitions, abandoned forms, etc.)
and, following Hunt, considered extraneous to the
T-unit.

L. % This mark identifies listener/scribe interjections
or child asides not considered a part of the child's
intended narrative text.

Rh o, R Used to mark any responses to interjections or asides
not considered a pa-t of the narrative text.

/ Slashes mark T-unit boundaries and are numbered
sequentially,
? ! Question and exclamation marks were added to the

typescript when the child's intonation warranted
it and proved helpful in subsequent cohesion
analysis (no other terminal punctuation was marked).
e e e " Quoted speech in the text for which a speaker is

lexically identified.

((sp:name) ..." Quoted speech in the text which is not lexically
attributed to a speaker but which can be
attributed to a speaker based on context or the
child's use of a cuie voice.

((sp:?)) "..." Quoted speech in the text which is ambiguous with
respect to speaker.

underlining Underlining is used to mark contrastive stress or
other kinds of emphusis used by the child which
could aid the cohesion coder in interpretating the
text.

Figure 1: Notational System for Editing
Oral Language Transcripts

29




A system for subcategorizing exophoric reference was adapted from
Hasan's forthcoming work (in press) on semantic styles. The
subcategorization is based on the type of situational knowledge required
for interpretation of the exophoric item. Using the criteria and
terminology proposed by Hasan, the following subcategories of exophoric
reference were coded in the data of this study:

Formal Exphora=-Those items which are only technically exophoric.

One's knowledge of the language and a shared cultural context
allow an adequate interpretation. Thus, upon hearing or
reading the utterance, "On her way home from school the
reluctant scholar dropped her books in the street,” one does
not feel compelled to identify w-at street. Specific
identification of the entity marked by the definite article
is, in this instance, irrelevant. “"Generalized” exophoric
reference ("You [i.e., one] shouldn't feed the animals at

the zoo"), "institutionalized” exophora ("Jim went to see the
police”), and "homophora” (reference to a whole class or to a
unique member of a class, such as the stars, the moun) were
included in this category.

Instantial Exophora--Those items whose presuppositions are mediated

via some elements in the immediate situation: reference is
being made to some aspect of the here-and-now, For example,

if an author begins his story with, "I went to Mars on a
spaceship and had a great adventure,” full identification of
the referent of the pronoun is situationally possible. Even

if not present at the text's creation, a partial identification
of “"author” is possidle and usually adequate. In the narrative
texts of this study, instantial exophorics were limited to
first- and second-person pronouns.

Restricted Exophora=-Those items whose intended meanings go

completely heyond the immediate situation and are available
to the listener/reader only on the basis of shared knowledge
mediated by past experience. Thus, in a story retelling that
begins, "They didn't have any food-—-just this little piece of
bread. She went out to look for nuts and berries,”
identification of "they” and “she” is not possible without
recourgse to knowledge that goes beyond this retelling situa-
tion and this text. (If the illustrated story on which the
retelling is based were present during the retelling, aund the
pictures were pointed to, then these exophora would be
considered instantial. The book, with its illustrations, was
not available to the child during the retelling task in this
study.)

The semantic constraints involved in telling a story %o another who
claims not to know the story, require that one talk in such a way that
one's meanings are available to the listener. The use of formal exophora
and certain instantial exophora (those representing speech roles in the

o)
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situation) in the tasks of this study, were seen as unambiguous in these
contexts of narration. However, the us: of restricted exophora relative
to the characters -ud events in the stories, was ceen as ambiguous. In
this study, formal and instantial exophora, whose meanings were
considered available to the listener, were included for purposes of data
analysis in the category of endcnhoric reference. Restricted exophora
formed a spearate category for tabulating purposes. Thus frequencies
within gix categories of presuppositional "ties” were tabulated:
reference, restricted exophoric reference, ellipsis, substitution,
conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Appendix G contains an edited,
retyped dictation text, along with a sample of the coding record for this
text.

Analysis of the Cohesion Data

Differential use of cohesive ties in writing was compared in three
separate MANOVAs where dialect, school, and sex served as the
between-subjects factors and observation analyses, the within-subjects
factor. MiNOVA (Jones, 1966) wa~ selected because it permits the testing
of group differences in terms of multiple dependent variables considered
simultaneously. MANOVA packages the dependent variables into a
transformed composite variable, Y, which represents a linear combination
of the response variables weighted to maximize a discriminant criterion.
A significant MANOVA test statistic suggests rejection of the null
hypothesis of no difference among group centroids. If overall
differences among groups are found, follow-up techniques allow the
agsessment of the relative contribution of each of the dependent
variables to those differences.

Three separate comparisons were made beciuse, in each instance,
there was no comparable population. In one comparison, the objective was
to explore differences between schools; in another, differences between
dialects within a single school; and in the third, differences between
sex over observations. They are listed below:

MANOVA 1 Schocl X Sex X Observation
MANOVA 2 Dialect X Sex X Observation
MANOVA 3 Sex X Obsarvation

Figure 2. Cohesion Multivariate Analyse. of Variance

Text length was free to vary in the narrative tasks of this study.
To allow for differential text length, frequencies of ties within the six
categories jdentified for coding were expressed as a proportion of total
ties for each text. Following the coding, it was observed that
reference, conjurction, and lexical cohesion were used extensively by all
children in the tasks. Ellipsis and restricfed exophoric reference were
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used by most of the children. Moreover, use of these latter two
categories of linguistic devices involved more than one instance In the
great majority of cases, although thueir relative frequenny of use did not
approach the magnitude found for reference, conjunction, and lexical

cohesion. Substitution, however, as a text forming device, was used by

few children in the samples, and even fewer had more than one instance of
substitution in their texts. Therefore, this category was eliminated

from the multivariate analysis of variance, performed on the proportion
scores of the remaining five categories. These categories were:
exophoric restricted reference, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical

coheasion.

Since proportion scores were to be used in the MANOVA, they were
subjected to an arcsine transformation to conform to the assumptions of
the aultivariate normal distribution. The arceine transformation results
in a variable that is normally distributed with a constant variance.
Computer program CANOVA, a component analysis of variance (Clyde
Computing Services, 1973) wes used for the MANOVA analysis. The test of
significance employed was Wilks's likelihood ratio criterion, transformed
into Rao's approximate F,

Story Structure Coding and Analyses

Texts may be thought of as having fixed and variable elements. The
purpose of text analysis is to characterize these two properties. Propp
(1968) attempted to specify the fixed properties of Russian fairy tales
according to the functions of the dramatis personna, focusing upon what
characters do rather than upon who carriss out actions or upon how .
actions are accomplished. Functions abstractly represent actions. They
are defined without reference to the character who performs them. A
person who helps the hero satisfy a need can vary from tale to tale. The
helper can be a witch, the hero's friend, or a stranger. The underlying
action is the same. But since the action does take place within the
overall set of actions that go to make up the tale, a given act can have
different meanings. Someone who helps the hero obtain an agent necessary
for satisfying a need renders a service far different from a person who
helps lure the hero into a trap. Thus identical acts can represent quite
different functions. And quite different acts may have the same meaning.
For example, a warning to a child not to go into the forest differs
significantly from one given to a combatant in the course of a conflict.
A function is always defined relative to its significance for the course
of the action.

Fuanctions, therefore, serve as fixed elements in a tale. They are
the basic constituents of the story. Propp identified 31 functions. Nct
all functions, however, must occur in a single tale. When functions do
occur in a tale, they ordinarily do so in a particular order. Thus,
order constitutes a second fixed element in a tale. Order grows out of
the elemental logic of actions. Help cannot be given without some
pre~exis.ing need for it or without some circumstance
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wherein the hero's plight is made obvious. Likewise, the transfer of
money must be preceded by a clear need or a rendered service. Thus,
order derives not trom convention, but from the logic of events and
actions. Tales with the same functions and orders are most likely
representative of the same genre. But too much should not be made of
order. Even in Propp's enalysis of Russian tales, he was forced to posit
the notion of transformations to account for tales whose functions
appeared in a noncannonical order. If the order of functions follows
logically from the nature of the actions, then it is not necessary to
preserve cannonical order.

Subsidiary or minor tales may be embedded within, or follow upon,
the major tale. Propp referred to these subgidiary tales as moves. The
terminology is not critical, Thus, we too referred to all such
subsidiary actions as moves. What is significant about them is that
parallel, repeated, and sequential moves, complicate a tale, giving rise
to the question of how such subsidiary moves are to be coded and scaled.
Propp, of course, solved the problem by bracketing moves. He specified
that two functions were the basis for assigning a bracket, i.e., villainy
and lack. In addition, two pairings--struggle, coupled with victory, and
a difficult task, coupled with its solution~-constitute mutually
exclusive elements, distinguishing villainy tales from seeker tales. A
tale, conceivably, could contain both pairs, one pair, or neither pair.
Their presence simply helps to distinguish between moves, but in no way
should be considered obligatory. What is obligatory is villainy or lack.

Functions may have double meanings. For example, in Magic Porridge Pot,
the mother lacks knowledge of the witch's interdiction, which, of course,
she cannot help but violate. Both lack and violation of an interdiction
were coded because both meanings were inherent in the action that ensued.
A text also may be vague in terms of the actions of a character which, in
turn, makes functions difficult to assign. For example, the text says:
"Mother Goose was going out." But no further mention is made of her
actions., 1Is this sufficient as a case of absention? Coding in these
instances was governed by the principle of assigning functions on the
basis of consequences. Did the tale proceed as if absention occurred?

If so, then the meaning of the function was absention and so coded. ILf
the tale continued with subsequent actions indicating Mother Goose did
not go out, then absention was not coded. Questions of this sort were
always resolved by defining the function according to its consequences.

Inter judge Reliabilities for Coding Proppian Functions

On separate occasions, the same pair of judges coded two sets of
protocols from two different .tory retellings. Interjudge reliabilities
were computed for each set of 20 protocols (.85, .89). Dictation
protocols (36) were coded by a different pair of judges, who achieved a
slightly higher level of reliability than the first pair (.93). Overall,
however, reliabilities were sufficiently high to warrant confidence in
function definitions and coding procedures (see Appendix H).
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Genre Classification

After judges had been trained and interjudge reliabflities had been
extablished, each protocol then was classified as %o its genre of
discourse. For, even though task instructions to tae cnildren had
specified that they tell or write stories, many children produced other
genres of text., P _ocols, thus, were classified as follows:

l. No . -No utterance produced by the child.

2, Statement/Label--A single word or phrase defining or
describing something in the immediate environment. For
example, "It was a duck,” or "Desk.,”

3. Composition——A present tense depiction of a child'e current
experience, Compositions &ve closely identified with the
circumstances, in and for which, they are produced, i.e.,
completing a writing assigmment for the teacher. To
illustrate: “My mom is nice. 1 go to school. My mom loves
me.

4, Interaction-=A text with many elements of a dialogue having
an Implied listener with whom an experience is being shared. |
For example: "First, you draw a circle. Then you draw a line.
Then you make another line he.a,™ J

5. Chronicle—Narrative that parallels real events in a child';
life, yet expressed in a story frame with conventions such i ,
“Once a little girl and boy went to Disneyland.” Character
and actions that parallel nor-fictive experience and thewat.c
unity, characterize these texts.

6. Tale~-MNarrative that sets forth events and circumstances that
may reflect real life but withour essential dependence on
historical fact. They have thematic unity, conventional story
markers, and fantastic characters, as well as fantastic events.
They are fictive in nature.

Following genre classification, chronicles and tales we~e coded and
scored for Proppian functions by five judges blind to subject identity
but aware of context variations. There was no way to conceal these
differences entirely, because retellings, of course, were about the same
well known stories. Only retellings and dictations were compared.
Despite instructions to the contrary, many children failed to produce
chronicles and tales in the wr ing context, thus precluding comparisons
with a measure that presumed a story genre. As reported above,
interjudge reliabilities were moderately high. Still, occasional coding
problems anl questions arose., Two judges resolved such questions and
assigned . function as agrered. It should be noted that in scoring the
retellings, no attempt was made to assess recall. Only the functions
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found in the children's texts were scored, regardless of whether or not a
counterpart for a given function could be found in the tale the children
had heard. The present study sought only to compare “packaging” and
production of functions. Studies of the role of memory and comprehension
in production are under consideration for later analyses, and one
completed st'dy will be presented in Chapter 6.

Selecting S*ories for Retellings

In selecting stories for retelling, a main concern was to find
stories tha* were uot known to our subjects, but would likely interest
them. Our subjects varied greatly in their expariences with traditional
literature. They ranged frou one group, that seemed to have some
acquaintence with almost all stories considered, to another whose
backgrounds were meagre. Selecting stories became more of a problem than
originally anticipated.

At the onset of the project, most Russian fairy tales were too long
and complex for some of our subjects. We looked for well-formed and
artfuily illustrated folktales, especially for recently published ones or
new versions of old tales. To heighten interest, we chose to use picture
books, but this decicion constrained our choice of stories.

Three very different stories were eventually selected for story
retelling——a modern fable, a folktale, and a Russian feiry tale.

Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose, by Edna Mitchell Preston,
illustrated by Barbara Cooney (Viking, 1974).

Magic Porridge Pot, by Paul Galdone (The Seabury Press, 1976).

Salt, by Harve Zemach, illustrated by Margo Zemach (Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1967).

Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose is a story of lack that has,
embedded within it, three brief tales of villainy which provide the
trebbling element found in many folktales. The storv also contains
folktale features of trickery, and also refrain, as with Little Goose's,
"Good's gocd and bad's bad.”

In Proppian analysis, che tale had two moves.

a (beginning situation)
2 (interdiction) coupled with 1 (absentation)
8a (lack: maturity and insight) and 3 (violation of interdiction)

6 (trickery) coupled with 7 (compiicity)
8b (villainy)

10 (counteraction)

11 (departure)

12 (preparation)




13 (reaction)

15 (translocation)

8b (villainy)

9 (mediation)

10 (counteraction) coupled with 14 (receipt)
18 (victory) coupled with 19 (liquidation)
20 (return)

30 (punishment)

31 (equilibrium)

Magic Porridge Pot is one version of the magic pot tales that exist
in several different cultures. It is especially appealing to children
because it is the mother sho uses the magic pot without permission and as ~
a result creates a huge problem which the daughter solves.

Actually, Magic Porridge Pot is tvo tales, conjoined by an
interdiction given in the first, and violation of the interdiction, in
the second. In Propp's terms, it is a tale with two moves:

a (beginning situation)

8 (lack) joined with 11 (departure)

9 (mediation)

12 (function of donor) and 2 (interdiction)

14 (receipt of magic agent) and 15 (transference)
19 (lack liquidated) and 31 (equilibrium)

The final state of happiness in the first tale provides the beginning for
the second.

1 (absention}

8a (lack) and 3 (violation of interdiction)
20 (return)

19 (lack liquidated)

31 {(equilibrium)

Salt is a story of the younger brother, "the fool,” succeeding in
waking his fortune while his two older brothers turn to villainy and
fail. It is a tale of lack--lack of status, success-—in which a tale of
villainy is embedded. The villainy tale is interrupted by a giant's
story, a tale of interdiction and lack.

a (beginning situation)

8a (lack), 11 (departure) and 12 (donor)

14 (magic agent) 15 (transference)

25 (difficult task) and 26 (solution of task)

30 (reward to hero) and 31 (promise of marriage)

a (beginning situation) and 11 (departure)
5 (delivery of victim to villain) 8 (villainy)




(beginning, giant's tale)
(lack of transport, giant's lack of happiness)
(interdiction) 15 (transference)

0 (return home)

a
8
2
2

27 (recognition of hero)
28 (exposure of false hero)
30 (villainy punished) 31 (wedding)

3  (interdiction violated)
25 (difficult task)

26 (solution)

31 (equilibrium)

These stories were analyzed to determine their comparability in
terms of Propp's functions. The criteria on which they were compared
were: (a) total number of functions in a story, (b) the number of
different types of functions in a .story, and (c) the number of moves in a
story. As noted earlier, a given function may occur in a story more than
once, either through trebbling, or additional moves, roughly rerlecting
the tale's length. On the other hand, the number of different types of
functions suggests something of the tale's richness while number of moves
may indicate complexity. As cau be seen from Table 3, Salt and Squawk to
the Moon, Little Goose are equally rich, though Salt is shorter and
gsomewhat more complex. They differ considerably, however, from Magic
Porridge Pot, a fairly straightforward and brief story with a slight
ironic twist in the second moves Both Salt and Squawk to the Moon,
Little Goose contain parallel action and multiple embedding. While
Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose embodies the simple, but clear, moral
ambiance of a fable for children, Salt has all the atmospherics of a true
Russian fairy tale. Thus, each story constituted a rather different
experience for each retelling.

Table 3

Number of Functions, Types, and Moves in Three Stories

Stories Functions Types Moves

“«

Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose 29 18 2

Magic Porridge Pot " 15 12 2

Salt 22 18 3




Analysis of Story Structure Data

Both multivariate and univariate analyses of variance were employed
for story structure comparisons. For the multivariate analyses, as with
cohesion, computer program CANOVA (Clyde Computing Services, 1973) was
used. This program tests for significant dif ferences with Wilks's
liklihood ratio transformed to Rao's approximate F. Significant
multivariate differences were followed-up with univariate analyses of
variance.

Number of functions, function types, and moves, served as dependent
variables in six complementary multivariate analyses of variance
performed on the story structure data. In the first of these analyses,
144 scores for each dependent variable were organized into a mixed
design, where sex (six males and six females) and dialect’ (six vernacular
and six nonvernacular) served as between—subjects comparisons, and where
modes of discourse (retelling and dictation) and observation periods
(Spring 1979, Autumn 1979, Spring 1980) constftuted the within-subjects
comparisons. This study was designed to compare factors within the urban
school setting. Similar design arrangements were employed in a second
analysis whose purposz was to compare the urban with the suburban school
controlling for dialect. While only middle class children from the two
schocls were compared, the two populations did differ ,on the index of
status characteristics with t (24 df) = 2,79 (p < .01). Children from
the suburban school averaged from middle to upper-middle class on the
"index” (M = 33.33; SD = 4.37). While those from the urban school,
averaged somewhat higher scores on the scale (M = 38.33; SD = 7.79). The
two popuvlations had been equated on the scale at the outset of the study,
but because of subject mortality and replacement, this initial equality
was lost necessitating a school comparison. For this comparison,
dependent variables were organized into a 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 mixed design
where sex and school were the between-subjects factors and where modes
and observations were the within-subjects factors. A third multivariate
analysis of variance then was employed to examine only the suburban
school. As before, number of functions, function types, and moves, were
organized into a mixed design with one between—subjects comparison—--sex
(six males and six females)--and two within-subjects comparisons--modes
and observations.

Three additional multivariate analyses of variance focused upon
dictation. Retelling was removed as a comparison in order to obtain a
clearer view of dictation over the three observation periods--retelling
differences having potentially spurious origins in the variance
associated with apriori story differences. 1In all other respects, design
goals and arrangements were identical to those reported above.

Significant MANUVA test statistics were followed up by univariate
analyses of variance. These designs compared the same variables,
organized in the same ways reported above, for the multivariate analyses,
Significant univariate F ratios were subjected to Geisser-Greenhouse
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conservative F corrections for repeatad-measures designs. Post hoc
comparisons were made using Tukey's H.S.D. procedure.

Procedures for Coding Concept of Message

Two additional univariate analyses of variance were performed on
functions and function types from texts produced by a sample cf subjects
who were able to compose unequivocal fictional narratives., Just 14
subjects were able to do so by mid-first grade. This number rose to 27
at the end of grade two. The point of these two analyses was to obtain
developmental data controlled rigorously for genre. Other geares of text
were excluded from these analyses to eliminate genre as a contaminating
source of variance.

During the early stages of becoming literate, young children begin
to zain control over basic concepts about the organization of surface
features of written language. They learn the specifics of how texts
convey information, e.g., that the groups of letters, not the pictures,
carry the message, or that particular patterns of letters correspond to
particular spoken words (Clay, 1975; Henderson, 1980). Simultaneously,
they also internalize and use the rules governing direct physical aspects
of text, e.g., conventions of spacing and directionality. As part of
this study, samples of children's writings ‘'=re examined to see how
children differed in their understanding and use of these principles.

Sets of exhaustive, mutually exclusive categories, were developed
for each of the three dimensions of Concept of Message, Directionality,
and Spacing. (These will be described in greater detail in the section,
Results and Discussion: Conventions of Print.) Based on their writing
samples, each subject was classified as being in one category, for each
dimension, for each of the five observations. Because of the explicit
nature of the categories (e.g., percent of word boundaries observed,
string of random letters), a single investigation--working with the
writing samples and data collectors' written comments——classified the
data. No ezssumptions have been made about the linear or progressive
nature of the categories. It was expected however, that, in a general
way, subjects would be classified in the higher number categories as they
gained more control over the conventions. The number and percentage of
children per category was tabulated by sex, dialect, school, and
observation. These data will be reported in Chapter 3,
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Chapter 3

Results and Discussion: Cohesion

Children create integrated patterns of text through cohesive ties.
They learn that these patterns of meaning are achieved in Large measure
through cohesion--the semantic relations established when children tie
the interpretation of one element in a text to another. As described in
Chapter 1, ties across sentence boundaries define a pattern of meaning
relationships which contribute to the identity of a text. This pattern
of relationships i8 known as texture. Five kinds of cohesive ties are
employed to achieve texture: reference, ellipsis, substitution,
conjunction and lexical cohesion. Children learn that through these
devices, they can create internally consistent texts which stand on their
own. They discover that all necessary meanings can be captured in a text
without referring to anything in the immediate context. This chapter
will present evidence for these crucial developmental items. There also
will be a discussion of the evidence, first, in terms of overall
patterns of cohesion in writing, and later, in terms of differences
arising from school contexts, socio-economic class, dialect, and sex.

Overview of Results

Lexical cohesion, coupled with an increase in children's ability to
verbalize many meanings previously coded in gesture and action, accounted
for the greatest change over time, as revealed in the cohesion data. The
next largest change was chiidren's increased use of conjunction. And the
third largest, was a decrease in the use of exophoric reference. Other
changes varied among the three populations in the sample. Similarities
and differences were probed in a series of multivariate analyses,
followed up discriminant function analyses. These analyses and
interpretations will be presented in the following order:

l. Urban school results, which included the lower
class vernacular and middle class nonvernacular
subjects.

2. Urban/Suburban school replication results, which
included both groups of middle class subjects.

3. Suburban school results, which included only upper
middle class subjects.

Results

Three multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were performed on
the arcsine transformed proportions for five of the text-forming
variables identified during the coding analysis of the writing data.
Table 4 lists the text forming categories used for these analyses.

41




Table 4

Dependent Variables for the Cohesion MANOVAs

Variable Number Text Forming Category

Restricted Exophoric Reference
Reference

Ellipsis

Conjunction

Lexical Cohesion

VB N

The first MANOVA analyzed the cohesion data from the urban school.
Dialect and sex were the between-subjects factors, and observations was
the within-subjects factor. Table 5 displays the means and standard
deviations for the cohesion proportions from the urban school. (The
means and standard deviations for the substitution cohesion category
proportions can be found in 1.1 in Appendix I.)

The second MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from the nonvernacular
subjects in both the urban school and the suburban school. The
between-sub jects factors in this analysis were school and sex;
observations was the within-subjects factor. Table 6 displays the means
and standard deviations for the cohesion proportions for the school
replication analysis. (The means and standard deviations for the
substitution cohesion category- proportions can be found in Table 1.2 in
Appendix I1.)

The third MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from the subu-ban school.
Sex was the between-subjects factor and observations was the
within-subjects factor. Table 7 displays the means and standard
deviations for the cohesion proportions from this suburban school. (The
means and standard de'riations for the substitution cohesion category
proportions csn be found in Table 1.3 in Appendix I.) -

Results from MANOVA on Writing Data for the Urban School

Results from the MANOVA on the urban data (see Table 8) indicated a
significant multivariate rext statistic for the main effects of dialect,
sex, and observation. None of the first- or second-order interactions
were significant.

Table 8 shows that a significant Wilks's lambda criterion for
observation: F(10, 72) = 3.31, p .00l was obtatined. It should be
noted that, after removal of effects associated with this leading root
for observation, no significant discrimination remains.
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Table §

Mcans sand Standsrd Deviztions for Cohesfon MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Writing at Urban School--by Dialect, Sex, and Observation

Diala Obaervation R Exo Ref Reference TP

Conjunction lexical

s Hoos

Veraacular . 0.38 0.23
0.72 0.35

0.10 . 0.14

0.09 .2 0.21

Noavernacular

Females
.0l
Sex Means . )
16

Observatfon Mcsus 0.34 .52

0.03 .07
0.05 .10

T T e ———————
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Table 6
Meana and Standard Deviations for Coheslon MANOVA (Transfoimed Variables)
in Writing—by School, Sex, and Observatfion fo. Urbsn-Suburban School Replication
School Sex . Obaervation R Exo Re: _Reference __Ellipuis _ Con)unc-tiun i B ‘l.e);l:a‘l_:‘:_
W o®m TR R R ] EU I BT
Suburban 0.02 0.06 0.47 0.24 0.02 0.03 0.15 0.10 0.40 0.17
Males t 0.06 0.14 0.77 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.22
2 0.03 0.05 0.43 0.12 0.00 0.0i 0.22 0.07 0.35 0.10
3 0.0l 0.02 0.35 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.19 0.05 0.47 0.07
Pemales ] 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.14 0.0i 0.02 0.09 0.13 0.41 0.09
2 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.13 0.06 0.03 0.13 0.08 0.44 0.10
3j 0.01 0.02 0.37 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.52 0.14
tirban 0.10 0.28 0.46 0,3t 0.04 0.07 0.13 0.10 0.25 0.18
Males ] 0.26 0.64 0.51 0.58 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.15
2 0.05 0.10 0.50 0.32 0.02 0.04 0.14 0.12 0.17 0.15
~ 3 0.04 0.08 0.51 0.29 0.04 0.08 0.19 0.10 0.25 0.09
&
Females ] 0.21 0.20 0.35 0.25 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.18 0.21
2 0.01 0.02 0.49 0.26 0.04 0.05 0.13 0.08 0.38 0.21
3 0.01 0.04 0.41 0.07 0.06 0.09 0.14 0.08 0.40 0.11
Sex Means Males 0.07 \0.27 0.51 0.01 0.04 0.11 Q.26 0.18
Pemsles 0.04 0.11 0 0.17 0.04 0.06 1 0 0.39 0.17
Observation Means 1 0.13 0.34 0.54 0 0.02 0.06 0.10 0.12 0.22 0.20
2 0.02 0.06 0.45 0.21 0.03 0.04 0.15 n.09 0.34 0.17
3j 0.02 0.04 0.41 0 0.03 0.06 0.16 0.08 0. 41 0.14
f85 66
|
|
O
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Table 7

Meana and Standard Deviationa for Cohesion MANOVA (Transfurmed Variables)
in Writing at Suburban 5chool--by Sex and Observation

Sex Obaervation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical R
.| 5D M s H 8§D | sb H 5D
Males . 0.03 0.08 0.52 0.3 0.00 wv.0l 0.18 0.10 0.3 0.1y
1 0.06 0.14 0.77 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.15 0.17  0..c
2 0.03 0.05 0.43 0.12 0.00 0.0 0.22 0.07 0.35 0.10
3 0.01 0.02 0.35 0.08 0.01 0.0l 6.19 0.05 0.47 0.07
F -3
W Females 0.00 0.0l 0.43 0.13 0.0 0.03 0.11 0.09 0.46 0.12
) 1 0.00 0.00 0.5 0.14 0.10 0.02 0.09 0.12 0.41 0.09
2 0.0l 0.0} 0.39 0.13 0.06 0.03 0.13 0.08 0.44 0.10
3 0.01 0.n2 0.37 0.07 0.02 0.0 0.12 0.05 0.52 0.14
Obaervation 1 0.03 0.10 0.65 0.32 0.00 0.02 0.11 0.13 0.29 0.2
Meana 2 0.02 0.03 0.41 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.09 0.39 0.11
Overall: 3 0.0l 0.02 0.36 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.06 0.50 0.1l
oy
D«
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Table 8

Cohesion MANOVA in Writing
by Dialect, Sex, and Observation for Urban School

Source df dfEYP dfERR F P

Between Subjects 23
Dialect 1 5.00 16.00 9.41 .001
(A)
Sex 1 5.00 16.00 3.38 .028
(8)
Dialect X Sex 1 5.00 16.00 0.65 .668
(AxB)
S/AB 20

Within Subjects 48
Observation 2 10.20 72.00 3.31 .001
© . 4,00 36,50 1.01 417

> Dialect X Observation 2 10.00 72.00 0.42 .931

(AxC) 4.00 36.50 0.47 .760
Sex X Observation 2 10.00 72.00 0.96 .427
(BxC) ) 4,00 36,50 0.46 .220
Dialect X Sex 2 10.00 72.00 0.62 .789
X Observation (AxBxC) 4,00 36.50 0.15 . 964
SC/AB 40

TOTAL 71

69
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To determine the nature and source of the observation differences,
relative to the use of the cohesinn categories, a discriminant analysis
was performed on this factor. The analysis yielded: (1) standard
discriminant weights--standardizing the discriminant weights transforms
them into comparable wunits (Jones, 1966); (2) structure coefficients for
each of the dependent variables, which represent correlations between
discviminant scores and the original variables; and, (3) group means on
the discriminant function. The discriminant weights and structure
coefficients, aloag with the results of the univariate ANOVA significance
tests on each of the five cohesion categories, are presented in Table 9,

Taken together, these follow-up techniques indicate the three
variables that are the best discriminators for observation differences.
In order of decreasing importance, these variables are: the use of
lexical cohesion, the use of restrictecu exophoric reference, and the use
of conjunction.

The mean differences (see Table 5) show that the use of lexical
cohesion increased over the three observations. An average of [4% of all
text forming devices used were lexical in the first observations;
increasing to 292 in the second; and increasing further, to 57% in the
last observation.

With respect to the use of restricted exophoric reference, a
different pattern was observed. The mean differences (see Table 5)
indicate that the use of restricted exophoric reference was highest in
the first observation (34% and then decreased in observations two and
three (32 and 5% respectively).

The pattern in the use of conjunction, on the other hand, was
similar to that of the use of lexical cohesion. That is, the use of
conjunction increased over the three observations. An average of 4% of
the text forming devices used were conjunction in the first observation,
increasing to 10% in the second, and increasing further, to 15% in the
last observation.

From a 1ultivariate perspective, plotting the group means on a
linear representation of the discriminant function, which includes all of
the dependent variables, reveals separation among the observations in the
following manner: observation one, X = ,103; observation two, X = 1.172;
and, observation three, X = 1.583. The sharpest discrimination is
between the first and third observations, with observation two falling
between these two obsc.rvations but more like the third observation.

Sex factor follow-up. The significant multivariate test statistic
for tne main effect for sex was followed up by performing five univariate
analyses of variance (ANOVAsS) on each of the dependent variables. Table
10 displays the univariate F test statistics from the ANOVAs. An




Table 9

Discriminant Analysis &nd Univarfate ANOVAs
Use of Cohesfon Categories in Writing at Urban School for Observation

Standardized
Cohieston Catsgory Discriminant Structure Utivariate F Tests
Analysis Weights Coefficients (2, 40) p<
Mestricled Exophoric ’

Reference - .533 - 097 8.07 .001
Referunce - .079 .168 .44 .65
Ellipsts - .027 12 0.35 21
Conjunction .487 .690 9.06 .om
Lexical Cohesfon .557 .758 7.93 .002
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examination of Table 10 indicated that the univariate sex fa-tor was
significant only for the lexical cohesion dependent variable, F (1, 20) =
9.28, p < .006. This result indicated that the mean proportions for
lexical cohesion for males and females displayed in Table 5 were
significantly different. More specifically, girls at the urban school
used a significantly higher proportion of lexical cohesive ties (.32)
than the boys did (.21).

Dialect factor follow-up. To determine the nature of the dialect
group differences relative to the use of the cohesion categories, a
discriminant analysis follow-up was performed on the dialect factor.
This analysis yielded etandardized discriminant weights and structure
coefficients for eacn dependent variable, as well as group means on the
discriminant f mction for dialect. Table ll presents the discriminant
weights and structure coefficients along with the univariate ANOVA
significance tests on the cohesion categories.

Taken together, chese follow-up techniques indicate that the best
discriminators for dialect group differences are first, the use of
reference, and second, the use of ellipsis. Therefore these two
dependent variables are the major contributors to the discrimination
between the vernacular group (group mean on the discriminant function =
+453) and the nonvernacular group (group mean on the discriminant
function = 1.85).

The mean differences (see Table 5) show that the use »f these two
implicit text forming devices are higher for the nonvernacular diale.t
group than for the vernacular dialect group. More specifically, for the
nonvernacular group, an average cf 46% of cohesive ties used were
reference ties. Whereas, for the vernacular group, only 24% were
reference. For the nonvernacular group, an average of 4% of cohesive
ties were established with ellipsis, but for the vernacular group,
virtually no cohesive ties were achieved through ellipsis.

Results from MANOVA on Wricing Data for Urban—Suburban School Replication

The second MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from the nonvernacular
subjects in both the urban and suburban schools. Results from this
MANOVA are presented in Table 2.

The MANOVA summary table indicated a significant multivariate test

statistic for the main effects of school, sex, and observation. None of
the first- and second-order interactions were significant.
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Table lu

in Writing at Urban Schiool for Sex Factor

e ——

Mean Squares, F-Values and Levels of Significance for Cohesfon Categorles (Transformed Varfables)

1019

~F
(%)
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Sex (B) 1 0.200 2.32 .14 0.005 0.05 .83 0.005 2.15 .16 0.012 0.81 .48 0.218 9.28 .006
Error Term (5/AB) 20 0.086 0.096 0.002 0.015 0.023
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Table 11

Discriminant Anslysis snd Univeriste ANOVAs
on Uss of Cohssion Cstegories in Writing for Dislect for Urbsn School

Structure Univeriste F Tests
Cohesion Category Discrisinant . Coefficients (1. 20 <
Anslysis Weighrs » 20) B
Restricted Exophoric Rsference - .008 - .222 1.%3 23
Reference .768 .647 9.02 .007
Ellipais .680 . .558 9.34 . 006
Conjunction .532 L445 3.46 .06
Lexical Coheufon - .476 -~ .091 0.38 55




Table 12

Cohesion MANOVA in Writing by School, Sex, and
Observarion for Urban-Suburban School Replication

Source 4f  JfHYP JfERR F P
Between Subjects 23
School 1 5.00 16.00 5.68 .003
{A)
Sex 1 5.00 16.00 3.29 .03
(B)
School X Sex 1 5.00 16.00 0.19 .96
(AxB)
S/AB 20
Within Subjects 48
Observation 2 10.00 72.00 2.02 .04
(©) 4,00 36.50 0.27 .90
School X "bservation 2 10.00 72.00 0.94 .50
(AxC) 4,00 36.50 0.74 .57
Sex X Observation 2 10.00 72.00 0.35 .97
(BxC) 4,00 36.50 0.14 .97

School X Sex X
Observation (AxBxC) 2  10.00 72.00 0.50 .88
4,00 36.50 0.29 .88

SC/AB 40

TOTAL 71

~1
-3
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Observation factor follow-up. The school replication MANOVA
produced a significant Wilks's lambda criterion for observations, F (10,
72) = 2.02, p < .04. After removal of eff :cts associated with the
leading root for observations, no significant discrimination remained
(see Table 12).

To determine the nature and source of the observation differences
relative to the use of the categories, a discriminant analysis follow-up
was performed on the observation factor. This analysis yielded
standardized discriminant weights and structure coefficients for each
cependent variable, as well as grcup means on the discriminant function
for observation. Table 13 presents the discriminant weights and
ctructure coefficients, along with the univariate ANOVA significance
tests on the cohesion categories.

Taken together, the structure coefficients and univariate
significance tests revealed that use of lexical cohesion to be the
primary discriminator among the three observations. Following lexical
cohesion, the use of conjunction also contributes significantly to the
difference among observations. Table 6 shows that the use of lexical
cohesion increased regularly across the three observations. Lexical ties
represented 222 of cohesive devices used at observation one, 347 at
observation two, and 41% at observation three. The use of conjunction
similarly increased over time. It went from 10% at observation one, to
15% at observation two, and to 16% at observation three.

From a multivariate perspective, plotting the group means on a
linear representation of the discriminant function, which includes all of
the dependent variable$%, reveals separation among the observations i the
following manner: observation one, X = 1.189; observation two, X =
2.117; and, observation three, X = 2.498. The sharpest discrimination
occurs between observations one and three, with observation two, while
falling between these cxtremes, apparently more like observation three.

Sex factor foilow-up. Five univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs)
on each of the dependent variables were performed as follow-up procedures
for the significant effect for sex. Table l4 displays these follow-up
ANOVAs. An examination of Table l4 revealed tha: the univariate sex
factor was significant for two dependent variables: ellipsis, F (1,20) =
5.13, p < .04; and lexical cohesion. F (1,20) = 16.29, p < .00l. This
result indicates the meau proportions for these two dependent variables
for males and females, displayed in Table 6, were significantly
dif ferent. More specifically, Table 6 shows that girls used a higher
proportion of ellipsis (.04) and lexical cohesion (.39) than boys did
(.0l and .26, respectively) in forming their written texts.

-
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Table 13

Discriminant Analysis and Univarfate ANOVAs
tn Writing fu School Replication for Observation

Cohesion Category

Restricted Exophoric Reference

Refcrunce

Ellipsts

Con junction

Lexical Cohesion

—~ - e e ]

Standardized Structure Univariate F Teats
Discriminant Coefficients
Analysis Weights (2, 40) p<

~ .22

-.739

.188
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Table 14

Mean Squares, P-Values and Levels of Significance for Cohesion Categories (Transformed Variables)
in Writing in School Replication for Sex Factor

Restricted
Factor dat Exophoric Reference Reference Ellipsisg Conjunction __w“__>_.Jf§1cal_*
" F P P R M P ke BoOF K B F B<
Sax (B) 1 0.020 0.54 .47 0.136 1,90 .18 0.011 5,13 .04 0.040 .17 .09 0.315 16.29 .00l
Error Term (S/AB) 20 0.036 0.071 0.002 0.013 0.019
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School factor follow-up. A discriminant analysis follow-up was
performed to determine the nature of the school group differences
relative to the use of the cohesion categories. Discriminant weights and
structure coefficients (yielded in the discriminant analysis), along with
the univariate ANOVA significance tests on each of the five cohesion
categories, are presented in Table 1l5.

It should be noted that the standarized discriminant analysis
weights and the structure cofficients for the dependent variaples
displayed in Table 15 do not reflect the same pattern, relative to the
nmagnitude of the contribution of the variables. Standardized
discriminant weights represent the unique contribution of each of the
variables to the function and, as such, are partials. In the event that
two variables are highly correlated, standardized discriminant weights
will be suppressed, which can lead to erroneous conclusions, relative to
the importance of a given variable to the discriminant function.
Struc-ure coefficients, on the other hand, represent correlations between
the discriminant scores and the original variables. Therefore, structure
coefficients are recommended over discriminant weights in interpreting
the relative contributions of the variables to the function (Pettegrew,
1981).

Examination of the structure coefficients (along with the ANOVAs)
displayed in Table 15, indicated that the best discriminator for scheol
group differences was the use of lexical cohesion. Group means on the
discriminant function which includes all of the dependent variables were:
3.046 for the suburban school, and 2.008 for the urban school.

The mean differences (see Table 6) shosv that the use of lexical

cohesion was higher in the suburban school (.40) than in the urban school
(.25).

Results from MANOVA on Writing Data for Suburban Schoel

The third MANOVA analyzed only the cohesion data in writing at the
suburban school. Significant multivariate test statistics for the
effects of sex and observation were seen (see Table 16.). After removiag
the effects of the leading root for observatioa, no significant
discrimination remained. The interaction of sex X observation was not
significant.

Observation factor follow-up. °To determine the nature of
differences in the use of cohesive options across observations, a
discriminant analysis follow-up was performed. The standardized
discriminant weights and structure coefficients derived in this anaiysis
are displayed in Table 17, along with the univariate statistics for each
dependent variable.
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Tab}e 15

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs * .
on Use of Cohesfon Categories in Writing for School

Coheuion Category

Restricted Exophoric Referew.. e

Reference

Ellipsis

Conjunction

Lexical Cohesion

Standardized
Discriminant

Analysis Weights

- 024

~ 377

447

- .i198

- .987

O

ERIC

Structure
Coefficients

a,
419 .10
~ 050 U.04
437 3.95
-~ .23 0.65
~ .820 18.64

.06

43

.00t

e
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Table 16

Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Writing by Sex and Observation for Suburban School

Source df dfHYP  dfERR E A
Between Subjects 11

Sex (A) 1 5.00 6.00 4,91 .04
S/A 10
Within Subjects 24

Observation (B) 2 10.00 32,00 2.85 .01

4,00 16.50 i.64 .21

Sex X Observation (AxB) 2 10.00 32.00 1.04 A

" 4.00 16.50 1.10 .39

SB/A 20 -

TOTAL 35




Table 17

Discriminant Analyeis and Univariate ANOvAa
on Use of Cohealon Categorles in Writing at Suburban Schoor for Observation

__“______________.______._~_______._______<____.____y_______,.___._______._‘___<__~_____._-___,_...__‘H__-..___~______.___
Standsrdized
Cohesion Categorv Discriminant Structure Univariate P Teats
Analysis Weights Coefficients (2, 20) B<
— e __...___._ﬁ__________..________....-.____.___.___--___-_____.-.____.__Nm_-ﬁ-..___m._,~__.—-_—-»__--___q
Restrictnd Exophoric Reference .811 -~ .210 0.30 .75
Reference .934 .844 7.68 .003
Ellipsis .680 .410 3.74 .04
Conjunct {on 1.40 .337 1.56 .23
Lexical Coheston 1.91 133 11.05 000 "
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An examination f the structure coefficients and the ANOVAs
indicated that three major variables were responsible for the
discrimination among observation:.. More specifically, the use of
reference was the major contributor for the discrimination. The use of
lexical cohesion, followed by the use of ellipsis, were the other two
major contributing variables.

The mean differences for the use of reference (tee Table 7) reflects
a steady decrease across the three observations (65%, 41%, and 36%,
respectively). For the use of lexical cohesion, 2 steady increase over
the observations can be seen (29%, 39%, and 50%, respectively). The use
of ellipsis. the third major important variable contributing to the
observation differences, was nonexistent in observation one, increased to
an average of 3% in observation two, and then decreased to only 1% in the
last observaciion.

An examination of the group means on the discriminant function
indicates separation among the hree observations: observation one, X =
8.92; observation two, X = 10.4°; and, observation three, X = 10.76. The
sharpest discrimination occurs between observations one and three.
Observation two falls between these extremes, but is more similar to
observation three.

Sex factor follow-up. The significant sex factor was followed up by
performing five univariate ANOVAs on each of the cohesion categories,
Table 18 presenis these univariate follow-ups. These analyses indicated
that only the dependent variat'es of ellipsis and lexical cohesion were
significant. An examination of the mean differences for the sex groups
on these two variables (see Table 7) revealed that in their writing, the
girls used a significantly higher proportion of voth, ellipsis, and
lexical cohesion devices, than did the boys.

The girls relied nn ellipsis for 3% of their cohesive ties, whereas
the boys did not use this text forming option in their written texts.

The use of lexical cohesion comprised 46% of the girls' cohesive
options, but only 33% of the boys'.

Overview of Discussion

Discussion of the cohesion results will be organized in the
following way. A major fucus of the study was to describe the
development of children's writing in terms of their use of cohesive
devices to form texts. Thus, the discussion section will begin with an
interpretation of changes in the use of cohesive ties over cbservations,
a factor for which significant differences were obt.ined for all three of
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Table i8
Mean Squares, P-Values and Levels of Significance

for Cohesion Categori
in Writing at Subarban School for Sex Factor
—_—

Restricted
Factor dt Exophoric Reference Reference Ellipsis Conjunction iexical
—¢———-_“~._"___.h__~___~___*m______________________________________‘_.m________ _ B —e . MEXACAl
Hs ¥ p< P pe LN 4 PS LU S BoF e
Sex (A) 1 0.007 2,22 A7 0,067 1.56 .24 0,006 30.83 . 001 0.044 3.32 10 0.145 5,23 05
Error Term (S/A) 10 0.003 0.043 0.000 0.013 0.028
_ﬁ_____.“__~___._._._"«__~_‘__.__~___‘___,_Qm_____.___,_W____.N__~‘§__.___‘________~
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the analyses--urban school, school replication, and suburban school.
Over observations, increased use of lexical cohesion was the most
consistent feature in children's writing development. The increased use
of lexical cohesion will be addressed first. There also were persistent
sex differences in the use of lexical cohesion in all three analyses.
These differences will be discussed next.

The discussion will return to development for an interpretation of
the emerging role of conjunction as a text-forming strategy in writing.
Conjunction was an important contributor to developmental differences in
two of the three major analyses.

Following the section on conjunction, the roles of other colesive
categories of writing development will be discussed. Then, differences
in patterns of development, arising from school context and
socio-economic class/dialect, will be examined. Finally, an attempt will
be made to wrap up these varied interpretations in a sunmary of major
conclusions.

Discussion

As children at both schools learned to compose written texts, one of
the more important trarsitions they made was to abandon the familiar
supportive elements of face-to-face dialogue--context and paralinguistic
meaning-—for the lexically-rich abstractions of literacy. Unlike
face-to-face interactions with their intimacy and shared perceptual
context, school texts are oriented toward both graphic language and
increasingly disembedded cuntexts (Donaldson, 1978). These texts cau be
expected to become aver more packed w'th lexical meaning (Ure, 1971) as
the text becomes the relevant environment for establishing all necessary
meaning relations. The most consistent finding in this study i3 related
to this notion. Over the l6-month period of the study. encompassing the
latter half of first grade and the entire second grade, children from
these two schools increased their use of lexical cohesion dramatically,
irrespective of social or linguistic ba~kground. All three analyses of
cohesion writing data demonstrate thi: .ovement. At the urban schooi,
14% of their ties were achieved through lexical cohesion midway through
first grade. But this percentage increased early in second grade to 29%
and then, to 37% by the end of grade two. At the suburban school, the
use of lexical cohesion increased across these three observations, from
29% to 39%, and then to 50% The third analysis examined the cohesiva
patterns in written texts, produced by nonvernacular-speaking children
from both schools. They showed a similar increase in the use of lexical
cohesion over the period of the study--from 22% to 34%, and then to 4l%.

[n all probability, increased skill in lexicalizing textual meanings
was accompanied by more extravagant use of lexical devices to achieve
cohesion.




At some risk, it is possible to speculate on two different
explanations to account for the pervasiveness of lexical cohesion, both
carlier and later, in the l6-month interval the children were studied.
Lexical ties in early texts may have reflected, to some extent, a form of
hypercohesion which was achieved through extensive use of lexical
reiteration. Lexical ties, later in development, may reflect a growing
capacity for employing multicohesive lexical options to achieve cohesive
ties. In the case of hypercohesion, lexical ties are used to underscore
clearly the cohesive relation of co-referentiality; for example, children
sometimes relied upon "extra" cohesive ties, involving lexical
reiteration. The following example illustrates this tendency.

(1) a monster was up in a planet

(2) he was chasing a rocket

(3) 1t was the same planet

(4) some rockets were surrounding the planet

The function of unit (3) apoears to be oane of establishing unequivocally
the co-referentiality of "planet,” expressed in unit (1), before further
reiteration is attempted in unit (4). This example indicates a
problem——and a very subtle oue--that children have in establishing
lexical relations. The problem is that the lexical {tem "planet” has an
identity roie to play, as well as a potential cohesive function. This
child appears to have solved the problem of dual fumcticn by overmarking
the cohesive relation. Ian unit (4), then, the child unhesitacingly
employed definite reference coupled with a lexical tie, when using only
the latter would have sufficed.

Multicohesion is a term which signifies that children use lexical
options simultaneously (reiteration, hyponymy, co~hyponymy, synonymy,
antonymy, and meronymy) to achieve multiple cohesive ends. The following
excerpt will be presented fo {llustrate these semantic options. This
excerpt Is from a longar text and will be presented in the same order as
in the original text, but intervening units will be omitted from the
example. Unjit numbering, however, will be preserved to convey a sense of
length.

(1) once tnere was a little hamster named Dancer
(8) Dancer ran all around the house
(9) then someone opened the door
(10) she skitter-scattered out of the house
(14) when she was outside she made lots of friends
(18) Toby the tomcat was her best friend
(19) she met Bom Bom the bird and Tommy the tiger

This excerpted text is from a sample of protocols collected at the end of
second grade, what has been referred to throughout this ~eport as
ooservation three. While there are several sets of lexical ties in this
text that might be discussed, for the sake of brevity, orly one will be
examined in detail. In unit (14), the category, "friends," {is
established. The lexical tie of reiteration is established with "friend”
in unit (18), which is coupled with the hyponym, "Toby the Tomcat,” and
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further expanded in unit (19), with "Bom Bom the bird" and "Tommy the
tiger,” both functioning as co~hyponyms of "Toby che Tomcat,” in unit
(18). These lexical ties are thus multicohesive and presumably
extrordinarily elastic.

There is a third possible explanation for the prevalence of lexical
cohesion in children's texts. Lexical cohesion is open ended. These
ties derive from the lexical organization of the language. Both semantic
and lexical aspects of the lexicon permit the establ:shmeat of a broad
range of lexical ties through reiteration, synonymv, antonymy, meronymy,
hyponymy, and metonomy. With lexical cohesion, the potential exists for
establishing relations among the many dimensions -f the lexicon. The
selection of particular cohesive devices to achieva presuppositional
relations through lexical cohesion rescs upon the availability of a given
meaning in a child's lexical inventory. Thus, rate >f acquisition of
word meanings presumably bears upon the question of what kinds of ties
children are likely to employ in achieving cohesive relations.

In developing a vocabulary, children appear to fill in some semantic
fields earlier than others. Simple terms appear to be atzquired earlier
than complex terms, particularly where the meaning of a simple term forms
the core of a more complex one (Clark, 1973; Bowerman, 1976). 1In other
semantic fields, order of vocabulary acquisition may be a product of
exposure and experience. Tn still other fields, order of acquisitior may
depend upon the development of underlying logical structure as a
precursor to comprehension and production of a particular term. In any
case, varied inventories of meanings may be expected from one semantic
field to another. These varying inventories may, in turn, affect the
distribution of cohesive ties among at least three of the five categories
of cohesion: reference, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. It may be
the case that lexical cohesion is more prevalent in children's early
written texts simply because children have a larger inventory of lexical
tokens to draw upon and a more restricted inventory of conjunctions and
reference items frcm which they may select. Lexi-cal cohesion may rest
upon a developmentally advanced base.

One set of findings, however, lessens the force of this conclusion.
Females in our sample of children used proportionately more lexical
cohesion than males. The magnitude of these sex differences, across all
comparisons, was substantial, with girls averaging 11% to 16% more
lexical ties than boys. No analogous differences were obtained for
conjunction and reference. If lexical cohesiun is more prevalent. in
children's wricten texts because of larger {nventories of lexical tokens,
the disparity between boys and girls for lexical cohesion would have to
be accounted for by substantial differences in rate of vocabulary
acquisition favoring girls. In recent reviews of studies dealing with
variation in language acquisition (Cherry, 1975; Wells, 1979),
differences in rate of acquisition have been called into question because
such differences seldom have achieved statistical significance. Te¢
accept the conclusion that the prevalence of lexical cohesion in
children's written texts stems from a developmentally advanced lexical
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base for lexical ties, such acceptance would necessarily entail
acceptance of the presumpt‘on that vocabulary is inordinately constrained
by sex, from ages six through eight. An advan_ed developmental base, in
glven semantic fields, may indeed account, in part, for the prevalence of
lexical cohesion early in writing development. But it is equally likely
that other factors, such as hypercohesion and multicohesion, play
important roles in explaining our findings.

In addition to lexical cohesion, conjunctions were employed more
often 4t the end of grade two, than they were at the ouiset. Averaging
about 4% in _rade one, children at the urban school increased their use
of conjunctions, as contributors to texture, by about 5% during each of
the other two observation intervals (i.e., up to 10% and 15%,
respectively). The school replication analysis, which included children
from both the urban and suburbar schools, indicated an increased use of
conjunctions as well: from 10%, in the middle of first grade, to 15% and
16%, in the two observations of second grade. Thus, conjunctions
apparently played a significant role as a text-forming strategy for these
children.

Children used conjunctions immoderately but pointedly to achieve a
variety of textual ends. Though their use of conjunctions may have been
primitive, and nerhaps uncultivated, children laced the fabric of their
texts with conjunctions, using them to link clauses, as they struggled to
sustain the network of meanings they were building. With persistence,
they packed a variety of meanings into just z few conjunctions, seeking
to loosely knot disparate strands of meaning to a textual core (Rentel,
Pappas, Pettegrew, and King, 1980). To connect sets of meanings,
children appeared to use a strategy of settling for ome of a few readily
available coajunctioas--for example, "and.” They let the burden of
interpretation rest on lexi